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PREFACE

e il L. ,

In PY 198l, the U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement awarded a contract to
the Northwest Regicnal Educational Laboratory to study the extent and effect
of English language training for refugees. The study is comprised of three
phases: (1} & miil survey of English language training programs, (2) an
on-site review of a sample of programs and (3) the measurement of adult
refugees® acquisition of English as it relates to varicus mixes of language ,
training and employnent. -

L,

This report presents the results of the first phase of the study, a
comprehensive mail survey concerning the provision of English language
training Sor refugees. Three questionnaires were used, each targeted to a
different level of the service delivery system: ocne for the ten regional
offices of the U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement, one for the 52 state-level
agencies which administer the refugee resettlement program and one for the 327
local service previders which directly deliver refugee English language O
training using ORR funds. The survey was eonducted in the Spring of 1582 and ©~
focuses upon the extent, nature, quality and cost of English langusge training
. during federal figcal years 1933: and 1982. :

The report consists of four parts. The first section presents an overview
of the survey's rationale and purpose. The second section provides a brief
summary of the survey methodology and re e rate. Detailed survey
procedures are described in Appendix R. e third section presents and
discusses the survey findings and the f£inal section offers interpretations and
recommendations. An executive summary has been produced under separate cover.

The report reflects the culaination of an enormous cooperative effort on
the part of individuals and agencies at the local, state and federal levels.
We would like to thank the advisory consultants who assisted with the
development of the gquestionnaires: Joyce Wilson, Jim Pullen, Jerry Burns,
Thomas Gilligan and Tom Dieterich. The dedicated assistance of NWREL staff
Mary Cohri, Bill Badley, Susan Barfield and Charline Nemeth is alsoc
noteworthy. The collaboration and assistance of each and every one of these
individuals is sincerely appreciated.

Stephen Reder
Steven Nelson
Judy Arter
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A Study of the Extent and Effect of English Language
i‘nining for Refugess
Phase I; Comprehensive Mail Survey
T

Cverview of *he Survey

A. Background

The U. 5. Office of Refugee Resettliement (ORR} provides funding to
the 2atas to provide a h:cad“:nnse“oz social services intende& to help
refugees achieve uls-fu:ticiency ‘u quickly as possible. In additien to
English language t:aiai l, & variety of other services are provided under
the :efugae teuettlennntkfzogran. ineludiﬁg career counseling, vocational
training, translaticn se:viees. ekil& caze and job development. Se:viecs
are provided by statel baﬁp through pu:chase—of~se:vice contracts with

local contractors and by public social service agencies.
! ' \ |

The rapid achievement 9: econosic aelt-su:!icﬁnncy has been

established as the primary goal of refugee resettlement by the Refugee Act

of 1580C. Both clplaynentlﬁa:viees and English lanﬁuage training are
considezed viéal in promoting refugee self-sufficiency. The lack of
Bnglish proficiency, in particular, is cften‘identified as the major
barrier to\belt-auﬁficieney. Service Delivery Aszessments conducted by
the Office of the Inspector General of the Department of Health and Human
Services question whether ehege services are effectively promoting the
goal of self-gufficiency.

As pa:; ofktbe Office of RefugeQ‘Resettlenent's effort to gather
information about the effectiveness of these services and the process of

refugee resettlement, contracts were awarded in PY 81 for studies ofi

.’1‘; F gk Trime kg -
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refugee attainnent of self-gufficiency, the effectiveness of English
language training for refugees, implementaticn of the matching grant
approach to resettliement assistance and the at&ﬁe coordinators®
administration of the refugee program.

‘The present study is ORR's first atﬁempt'tc abtaﬁg a comprehensive
picture of the English language training activities éuppa:ted under the
refugee resettlement §:ogran. The nead for the study derives both from
ORR's role in :unding English language training--by far the largest source
of funds for Bnglish language programs--ané from the crucial role of
Englishllanﬁuage training in the resettlement program. ItAhas been widelﬁ

felt that legrning English is the sine qua non of effective resettlement.

\ .
ORR's obligation is both to unders%and the extent, nature and effect of

the Englishjlanguage t:aiﬁgng activities and to help improve the quality
of the English language training p:ovided under the refugee resettlement
program. Section 412(a) of the Refugee Act of 1980 requires that the
Office of Refugee Resettlement conduct evaluations of the effectiveness of
the programs it funds (7(A)) and collect data on thg‘services provided and

the results achieved (7(C}).

B. . Purpose

The Study of the BExtent and Effect of English Language Training for

b
Refugees is designed to charactesize the extent, nature, quality and cost

of English language training being provided to refugees through the
refugee resettlement program. The study will also attempt to ascertain
tae most effective approaches to English language training, particularly
for Southeast Asian refugees with little p:io; exposure to English,

wWestern culture or classroom instructiocn.

o _:*; ,Rh-;; . ; N " Sk T A ‘l STt et mboad o
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- | | The study consists of three phases. . The f£ir:: phase is a
comprehensive ssil survey of Qnib-funded gervice providers. The second and
5' ‘ A : third phases provide & no:e'detailc& ook at a sample of English language
training pzogrm-ané the measurement of refugee language acquimition.
This report concerans only the first phase of the study,_ th_e ’:
‘ cc.p:ehnmﬁm.nail survey. The purpose of the first phase is to collect

11n§cmt£oq concerning the English language training programs funded by
ORR for refugee a;%ult:_. A .mn survey of three respondent groups was

J conducted to gather descriptive and qualitative information regarding
R {1) the oxtsnf.. _-t-z;ttun and cost of an-funded m;nﬁ_’: ianquage t:ain’ing
. progsams across the nacion aud (2) sumsstui models and program desiggs
for Bnglish language training. | |

The specific questions addressed by the survey are outlined below: N \

8 - Topic ' ‘ Study Question

Nature and Ixtent of English Lanquage 1. what is the nature and

- Training for Refugees background of English
language training service

providers?

s 2. What are the major
: : functions which local
Service providers perform?

: 3. What services are

K available to adult

: refugees from these
Prograns?

§. Are priorities established
£for English language
® instruction?

5. Is English language
.training tailored to
refugees?

:.‘ . f. Is student entry into
English language training
programs p:iaritizqd?




] 7.
\ 8.
\
S.
- 10.
The Resources and Costs Invoived in 1.
English Lanquage Training for Refugees
2.
3.
The Characteristics of Refugees 1.
Engaged in English Langyuage Training
2.
3.
Factors Relating to Program 1.

Quality and Success

Bow are English language
training programs staffed?

Bow large are the -
CRR~-funded refugee English
language training programs?

What is the intengity of
English language .
instruction for refugee
adults?

what major factors tend to
differentiate refugee
English language training
programs? -

what sources of funds are
devoted to English
language training for
/refugees?

How are resources
allocated from the state

" level to the local level?

How are funds used by
English language training
programs?

Bow many refugees are
receiving English language
training?

what are the
characteristics of the
refugee students?

what factors influence
refugee participation in
English language training?

what evidence is available
concerning program
performance?

"

'm



2.

J

3.

4.

Tec what extent have
English language training
prograns demonstrated

) their effectiveness?

What program
characteristics are
perceived to be related to
program performance?

What program improvement
efforts have been
implemented?

.
R
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SURVEY PROCEDURES AND RESFONSE DATA

The purpose of the aail survey is to collect a range of pzag:annatie
and cost ianformation on the English language e:ainxng programs which
receive ORR funds in order to detc:nine ‘their extent, cost, gquality and.
effects. Since the :tn&y is éencarned with the cxt&nt of services in the
nation, a census rather than salple approach was use&. The survey |
addressed three respondent groups, representing the three levelsg of
refugee program adniniseraticnr-(;) the ten Regionzi offices of ORR,

" {2) the 52 gtate coo:dinatq: offices wh?ch administer ORR funds and
services including Guam and the District of Columbia, and (3) the 327
service providers which directly provide énglish ianguage training to
adult refugees.*

Questionnaizes were designed for each ¢f the three respondent
groups. The gquestionnaires included items unique to each group, as well
as a number of coamon eléments for comparative purposes. The nogt
detailed. programmatic information was requested from the local service
Lcoviders, whéreas'mpre.gene:al'adainistrative information was requested
in the state and regional questicnnaires. The local service provider,

state coordinator and ORR regional office questionnaires are presented in

Appendix A, B and C, :espec#ivnly.

*This number is an approximation, based upon information available for Engiish
language training programs which were ORR-funded in PY 1981 and/or FY 1882.

7 1o
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The lﬂ#l survey provided information about English language training
prograns for refugees in 43 states. Questionnaires were returned by eight
regional offices, 35 state coordinaters and 232 lccal service providers.

The response rates for the various groups ace presented below in Table 1.

Table 1

NSE RATES OF SURVEY RECIPIENTS

Group { gf\f“_' N Number Returned Percent Returned
Regional offices - 1¢ 8 808
State coordinaters - B2 36 69%
local service ploviders 327 ‘232 718
Total 389 276 71%

The proportion cf local service providers returning the survey
questionnaire varies from state to state. Response rates varied from zero
percent to 100 percent. Table 2 proviées a summary of the number of local
service providers in‘eaeh state, and the survey response rate for =ach
state. Six states and territories had local service provider return rates
of less than 50 percent. When the refugee populations for these areas
were tetalleﬁ..the total population represents less than six percent of
the national refugee population. On the other hand, the overall return
rate for the fifteen states having the largest refugee populations--
containing roughly 80 percent of the n;tienal refugee popula#ion—-was 708,
reflecting a relatively substantial representation for these sites. Thus,
the survey is corsidered to be quite representative of refugee English
'language training programs, since the response rate was substantial for

those areas having large concentrations of refugees.

4

17



A t....tlméup was conducted of agencias not responding to the survey
queatimnai:esf The primacy reasons for not returning the surveys
included (1) the amount of time reguired to cosxph‘te the survey and
iimitations of staff to compile the infamtion‘ required,

(2} knowledgeable staff members who could zespond to the survey were no

~ longer employed by the agency, and (3) the survey was lost in the mil.

In a f.eyr iastances, negative reactions to the study were encountered

because of the pelicy &ﬁ-:i funding issues taking effect at t.he time of the

. survey. Bomr. -in the vast majority of the cases, the stu&y was well

:cccivcd by the respondents and m-:espanu bias did hot appear to have a

j
major influence on the :esults. '
\

\\ .
represent areas having slightly more than half of the refugee population

The thirty-six questionnaires returned by state coordinators

in the nation. However, returns were not received from two states which

S

have very large refugee populatiéns, together containing nearly qge_thizi )

of the national refugee population. -'nxe:efo:e.- the state coordinaters’
survey results do not necessarily represent states with the largest
refugee rpopulat:i_ms. Although tﬁe survey atteapted a complete census of
all agencies dealing‘with :éf.ugeelxngiish language training, the exciusim
of non-respondents and mn-ORR—fundad. providers limits zxesenta:ion of

results t- national and state-wide averages, rather than totals.

oy %
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Table 2

SURVEY RESPFONSE RATES CF ILOCAL SERVICE PRCVIDERS, BY STATE

10

Number of Total Number
State Cases Returned of Praviiers Return Rate
Alabama 6 6 1008
Alaska \ 0 4] -
Arizona \ 2 2 1008
Arkansas ‘y s 6 83%
California L 25 35 71%
Colorado \ 4 5 80%
Cennecticut 2 ; 2 100%
Delaware 0 0 -
District of Columbia 2 3 67% °
Florida 6 11 55%
Georgia 1 p. 508
Guan 0 1 . 0%
Hawaii 0 2 0%
Idaho 3 é 75%
Illinois 16 21 768
Indiana 0 1 08
Iowa Q 2 o
Ransas 3 5 60%
Kentucky 3 3 100%
icuisiana 3 ¢ 758
Maine 1 2 508
Maryland 8 7 7i%
Massachusetts 9 10 80%
Michigan 7 -7 100%
Minnesota 17 28 618
Mississippi 1 1 1008
Missouri p. 3 67%
Montana 2 2 100%
Nebraska 5 7 - 718
Nevada 1 1 1C0%
‘New Hampshire 1 1 100%
New Jersgey 5 6 83%
New Mexico 1 . 100%
New York 7 13 54%
North Carolina 2 2 100%
North Dakota 8 iz 67¢
ohio 6 g 75%
Ok lahoma 3 . 3! 1008
Oregon S 11 82%
Pennsylvania 8 10 808
Puerto Rico 0 0 -
Rhode Island 2 ¢ 50%
South Carolina 6 7 86%
South Dakcta 0 1 0%
I3
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Table 2
Continued
. Rumber of Total Number
State Cases Returned of Prpvide:s Return Rate
Temnessee 3 5 608
. Texas S 8 111
Utah 1¢ 19 748
versont 1 4 1008
virginia 2 4 50% -
washington . i7 24 718
West Virginia (4] 0. —
wisconsin. 0 2 0%
Wyoming = 1 1008
232 327 718
*
11 2y
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Study Finéi;gs

In the text of this report, the term "refugee® refers to those

“indivicduals inc;udedvin the Refugee Act of 1980 as well as Haitian and

Cuban entrants. English language training refers to those gservices and
programs which emphasize the instruction of éhe English language,

- vocational or prevocational English training, as well as those guidance

and support se:vieés which,;rc an.iqtngra; pa:t of such instruction. The
sucvey focuses upon ﬁhesg English language training programs and services
which were at least pagtially supported by funds appropriated to the U. S.

Office of Refugee Resettlement fax.refugee social services during either

'feeem. fiscal year 1981 or 1982.

‘The survey :esults are primarily based upon the responses of the 232 °

local service providers completing the survey guestionnaire. These

results have been augmented where appropriate by the information collected - -

in the state and regional surveys.

‘The findings are presented in four major sections:
: *

b T

A. RNature and Extent of English Language Training for Refugees, which

describes the characteristics of the lacal service providers and
their programs.

B. Resources and Costs Involved in Engiish Language Training for
Refugees, which explores the sources of dollars and manner in whxch
funds are devoted to refugee English language t:aining.

C. Characteristics of Refugees Engaged in English Language Traini
which describes the number and background of refugees enrolled zn
English language training prograss.

De Factors Relating tc Program Quality and Success, which explores a

variety of infcrmatian on progran pe:fo:mance and ocutcomes.

43 24.
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Bsch of the four sections is organized into two parés. Bach section
begins with a syncﬁsis cf the major study Ein&ings relating to the topic.
The second part of e;ch section considers the specific findings in terms
of the related study questions. To facilitate inspection of questionnaire
wording,. the reader is directed to gpecific items by codes within the body
of the text. The letters R, S and L, designating the regional, stite and
local surveys are followed by additional codes for the section; item
numbezr and subcategory within the gquestionnaires. For example, (LC3a)
refers to item 3a within Section C ﬁf the local survey questionnaire.
where tables are presented, the "N" count refiects the n&mhe: of valid
responses to the survey item. The response rate will vary from item to
item.

Conclusions and recommendations drawn ffbm the survey findings may be

found in Chapter IV.

14
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A. The Nature and xtent of English Language Training for Refugees

‘Aheut.enn-halt of the CRR-funded English language training programs
for refugees a:e‘ngné in secondazy schaol adult eéucaeicn prograns and
community colleges. The zemaining programs are housed w:thin a wide :ange
of public and p:ivate nonprofit organizations. About ewo-tnxt&s of the _
agencies are educational institutions, while the other one-third could be

chazacterized as multi-service community organizatiocns. About.

N L TR

three-£ifths of all local service providers are from the public sector.
Most of the organizations are multi-purpose in their mission, largely

engaged in §gnan rescuzce development. Two-thirds of these organizations

PR A
- N ?'"'1“.‘1‘

historically provided English language training prior to ORR funding.
Nearly all feel that ﬁhcy continue to serve their ariginal clientele
- successfully and that ORR funding has enhanced the overall quality of
their programs. Most programs provide a range of support sexvices to a ;
adult refugees beyond English language training. The pattern of services |
has remained stable except in thela:ca of transportation and
transiation/interpretation, which haﬁe.declinad somewhat. Currently most
(608) local service p:avxde:s‘ p:ins:y clientele are refugees, which
accounts for tha wide range of resettlement/support services provided to
:etugees.by these programs.

State coo:dinatorsjwho administer the Englirh language training
programs direct funés p&imazily‘fer survival English training. Priority
is alsoc given by the states to meeting employment-related gosls for adult ’~€
refugee training, but at the local level program goals tend to stress |
literacy and cultural orientaticn. Survival BEnglish and exployment goals

are shared by both state coordinators and local service providers.

2
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Considering the goals and services, local service pzavide:ﬁ tend to view
English language training breoadly, as an enculturation proceéss, whereas
state coordinators view such instruction more narrowly, as training which
leads directly to employment.

More than two-thirds of the programs do not tailer their ﬁnglish
language training to a specific kind of adult refugee, such as those who
are non~literate. Wwhere differentiation does occcur, the refugee student's
level of English, previcus literacy, and academic and employment status
are the most important factors.

Admissions priorities for refugee training are in effect in a
majority of the states, primarily in the 15 states with the greatest
population of refugees. Recency of arrival and eiigibility for public
assistance are the most commonly used admission criteria. HNearly all
states impose time limits on refugee participation in English language
training--an average of about 13.5 months. At the local level, similar
prisr;ties are also imposed by those Programs, again primarily in the 15
most impacted states.

Bnglish language training programs are most often staffed by
part-time personnel. Part-time teachers make up the largest sejment (408%)
of all paid positions in the programs. Volunteers are alsc uged in about

one-half of the programs. Student-teacher ratios average 15:1. Bilingual

- personnel work in more than three-fourths of the programs, usually ss

aides and counselors. Despite the extensive use of bilingual staff, a low
priority is given to bilingual instruction by most progranms.

About an;-half of the programs ha§e eduéaticnal and experiential
qualifications for their instructional staff. Where differences exist

between requirements for full time and part-time staff, qualifications for

24
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part~tine teachers generally eaual or exceed those for full-time
teachers. English language teachers are gehesally expected to hold a
baccalaureate degree and egaching certificate and have one year of
relevant experience. |

Frograms provide Engliah language training at one to three locations,

enzolling an average of 177 refugees during PY 1982, dcwn somewhat from

the previous year. During Mazch 1582, programs generally offered six

paraliel sections each of four instructional 1@&&15.

Classes usually run three hours per day, four days per week over a -

15-wveek term, comprising about 160 hours of instzuction per course. NOSG |

courses enroll refugee adults exclusively. English language training

programs had an average refugee enrollment of 87 ad&its in March issg,'
A factor analysis of_rapq:ted characteristics of English language

training ptog:&n:lfar refugees identified four major dimensions whicp

differentiate programs--program size, emphasis upon employment, degree of

- service coordination and linkage, and emphasisz upon vocational English as

a second language.

What is the nature and Iocal service providers were asked (LA2)
background of English ' to identify the nature of their
language training service organization. Table 3 provides a
providers? . summary of lccal service providers'

organizational type. Most agencies are
high school adult education and community
college institutions. These two
crganizational types encompass nearly
half of all agencies.

37
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Table 3

SUMMARY OP LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL TYPE
\ (n = 231)

Type of Organization Percent of Respondents
Secondary school adult education prograzs 26.1 :.>
Community colleges 23.0 A -
Voluntary agencies and resettlement agencies 14.6 -
Other nonprofit agencies 13.7 :
Vocational-technical schools _ 0.6 K
Universities and colleges ' | 3.5 5
Other typg\gg\agency | - 8a5 . .“‘

A wide variety of agencies make up the
remaining half of the local service
providers. They include volags and _
resettlement agencies, mutual assistance ‘ "-
associations (MAAs), churches, CETA prime ‘
sponsors, vocational-technicz™ schools,
city, county and state public agennies,
four-year institutions of higher edacation,
and private nonprofit service groups.

Basically, the organizations which provide
English language training for refugees fall
into two categories: educational

; institutions, (such as public schools,

: ' compunity colleges, universities ang :
vocational~technical schools, which make up ¢
about two-thirds of the organizations), and "

: multi-gervice agencies, (such as

i resettlement agencies, community service

: organizations, churches, mutual assistance .
agencies and public agencies).

Ancther way of looking at the organizational
configuration of the local service providers
is to coampare the proportion of agencies in
the public and private sectors. About
three-fifths of the agencies are public,
whereas two-fifths are private. Most of the _ &
organizations from the private sector are
nonprofit. Thus, a substantial segment of
refugee Bnglish language training is being
done in the private sector.

18 e




State coordinators were asked to identify

- which organizations are eligible to apply

L. . ' - for ORR money to provide refugee Engliish

: ' ' ianguage training (SC3)}. Nearly all (858)

® : of the responding states perait private

L ‘nonprofit agencies to apply, 75% permit
public institutions to apply, and 64.7%.
accept applications from other state
agencies. less than onae-third (29%) of the

3 , responding states utilize either sole-source

® procurement procedures or profit-making

t : , organizations for English language ‘

- ‘ training. A combination of requests for

. _ proposals or bids (SCé) are used by more

N . than three-fourths (768} of the states for

; A procurement of services. Unsolicited

@ ' Proposalis and sabcontractors are used by the
remaining respondents.

. 2. What are the major Local programs were asked to identify the
P functions which local primary services which they provide (LA3).
: _ gervice providers perform? Most of the 232 respondents indicated that
their agencies perform several primary
' functions. Table 4 lists the primary
™ furctions identified by the local service
providers receiving ORR funds. Local
}‘ service provider respondents were also asked
: if their institutions had historically been
invoived in English language training prior
to refugee-targeted funding (ICS5). Fully -

. Table &
}‘D PRIMARY FUNCTIONS OF LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDER ORGANIZATIONS
{n = 232)
Function . Percent of Respondents®
;. Language training 85.2
Counseling : 71.6
. Cultural orientation 68.0
Job placement services 58.2
Adult basic education 56.5
'@ Vociational training 50.0
Testing and placement services 49.1
j Academic preparation 47.8
- Resettlement services 26.7
®

*Respondents could nawme more than one response category

e 19 27
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What services are
availabie to adult
refugees from these
programs?

two~thirds (68.1%) of the 232 respondents

indicated that English language training had
‘been provided by their organization in the
past. Of the local service providers who

had not provided English language training
in the past, 7¢ percent now serve refugees
almost exclusively. Porty two percent of
the prograns which had been operated in the
past now serve refugees exclusively.
Programs which have cosme into cperation
since the onset of ORR funding are
significantly more likely to serve refugees
as their primary clientele. Furthermore,
essentially all (57.4) of the respondents
indicated that they have continued to serve
their original clientele population after
the onset of refugee language training

. funds.. Most (87.1%) also feel that the

initiation of funding targeted for refugee
language training has enhanced the overall
quality of their English language training
program. Thus, most organizations have had
prior exper’ e in language training, have
continued t... ir primary mission and feel
that refugee training funds benefit their
programs as a whole.

Respondents identified all services prowvided
to adult refugees (not just the primary ones
noted above) in another item (LA6). Three
major analyses of their responses were
conducted. First, service mix was compared
for local service providers cover a two-year
© riod=--PY 81 and FY 82--~to deteruine if

.- fugee services are changing. The
responses of 214 English language training
programs which operated in both years were
compared. Only two forms of service

varied. A slight decline in the number of
programs providing transportation (68) and
translation services (7%) was noted. Thus,
by and large, the mix of service available
to refugees has been relatively stable.

The second analysis examines the major kinds
of services currently available to

refugees. Table 5 outlines the percentage
of programs which provide the various
services to adult refugees.

8



Table S

PERCENTAGE OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS PROVIDING ~~ . __
> ' VARIOUS ADULT REFUGEE SERVICES IN FY 82 T
{n = 224}

Service

English as a second language
Orientation
Intake and assessment

- Career counseling
. Prevocational training

Translation/interpretation

- Job placement

Social adiustment
Qutreach/referral

Health care provision or referral
Yocational training
Transportation ,

Bome management '
Bousing referral

Child care .

Mental health counseling

Sponsor training

_Iagal assistance

Other services

Percent of Respondents

96.0%
75.0
72.8
68.3
63.4
62.9
58.8
58.5
58.0
54.0
45.1
40.2
37.9
34.8
24.6
24.1
21.4
i3.8
25.4

%

|

i

More than half of the local programs provide
a range of direct services to adult
refugees: The average number of services
naned per program is 9.7. Most programs
provide direct, client-centered services;
such as translation, orientation, referral,
job placement and prevocational training.
Less than half of the programs provide
ancillary services, such as child care,
sponsor training and home management.
One-fourth of the programs noted “other
services,” primarily refugee advocacy.,
impigration, resettlement and emergency
assistance, and survival skills.

The third analysis of the information
examines the relationship between overall
institutional function (Table 4) and ,
services provided specifically to refugees
{Table 5).

L P e AL g e ey | 4y sy e e e d haee « im @ C e cemmagp e 4 L w AE ate ay

*The percentage of English language training programs providing ESL is not 100
percent, since English language training may be provided only as an adjunct to
other services listed in the Table.
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Are priorities
established for
English language
instruction?

The range and mix of services does not vary
significantly with institutional functions.
The probable reason for this lack of
variction is that the local agencies

- currently serve refugees as their major

client population. wWhen local service
providera identified the percentage of their
clientele which is refugee (LA4), 213
respondents indicated that refugees were the
exclusive clientele for 428 of the
programs. The remaining 58% of the programs
do not serve réfugees exclusively--refugees
constitute an average of 35% of the
clientele for these programs. This
distribution of clientele did not change
from FY 81 to FY 82. '

State coordinators' responses to two items
indicate that priorities were established
for English language training. Pirst, state
coordinators were asked how funds are
targeted to specific kinds of English
language training for refugees (SC2).
Pifty-six percent of the respondents
indicated that funds are directed toward
specific types of language training. The
most commonly targeted type of training is
survival English, which also tends to
receive the greatest proportion of funds.

" vocational English is the second most

frequently targeted training followed by
specific employment-related English.
Orientation training is also targeted by a
‘small number of states.

A second item in the state gquestionnaire .
focuses on the relative emphasis given to
various language and employment services for
refugees (SC8). Of the 35 state agencies
responding to this item, 83% indicated that
their state specifies pricrities for refugee
English language training goals. The
relative emphasis given by states to various
gservice priorities is summarized in Table 6.
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Table 6

" PERCENTAGE OF STATES GIVING EBAVY EMPHASIS TO VARIOUS
N REFUGEE ENGLISHE LANGUAGE TRAINING SERVICES

Service Goal

Employnent

Survival EBnglish

Job services

Job~specific English

Vocational English

Cultural orientation

Bilingual orientation
- Literacy training

 Employment and functional English were reported

Percent of States Giving

N Heavy Bmphasis -
29 93.1 “ v
30 83.3

28 60.7

25 28.0 . 3
28 21.4 |
27 1.1

28 3.6

to be heavily emphasized by most states. As &
point of interest, no states responding give
heavy emphasis to the reading and writing of
BEnglish. States gave high priocity to those
services believed to be most closely associated

- with refugee self-sufficiency--employment and

oral language.

Iocal English language training programs were
asked a parallel question about the relative
emphasis given to these various instructional
goals (LEl). Table 7 provides a summary of
progras priorities for English language
instruction.

Table 7

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' EMPHASES
ON VARICUS INSTRUCTIORAL GOALS

Instructional Goal

Suzvival English
Beployment

Cultural orientation
Reading/writing English
Literacy Training

Job services
Vocational Bnglish
Job~specific English
Bilingual orientation

Percent of local Service
Providers Giving Heavy

N Emphasis
223 . 81.0
217 52.1
218 45.0
223 40.4
217 40.1
207 : - 37.7
220 37.3
218 24.3
205 12.7

23 .
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5. Is English language
training tailored to
the specific needs
of refugees?

The instructional priorities of the state
coordinators ané their local service
providers apparently differ. Although
survival English and employment are
enphasized by both, the state coordinators
give more emphasis to job services,
job-gpecific Engliish and vecational English,
whereas local programs place more exphasis
on basic literacy training, reading and
writing Bnglish, and cultural orientation.
This difference suggests that the path to
refugee self-sufficiency is viewed quite
differently at the state and local levels.

" Iocal agencies tend to view language
" instruction as a broad process of

enculturation rather than as a narrow
training prograsm leading directly te
emplc yuent.

Local service providers were asked to

indicate if their English language training
programs are particularly well-suited to a
specific segment of the refugee population

{LC6) . Two~thircs (68.9%) of the 225

respondents indicated that to tae contrary,
their programs were designed for the general
adult refugee population. The remaining
one-third of the programs are directed
toward refugees of a specific ethnicity,
literacy level or language ability level.

Iocal programs were also asiked to rate the
importance of various refugee student
characteristics in differentiating
instruction (LC4). Table 8 lists those
factors rated by local programs as being
very important in differentiating English
language instruction for individual refugees.

24
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Table 8
- LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' USE OF VARIOUS STUDENT
\. : CHARACTERISTICS IN PLANNING INSTRICTION
| - Percent of Prograas Rating
| ® Student Characteristics b} as Very Important ‘
’ Present level of English | 222 C 83.8
Literacy 227 67.0
Academic/vocational level 218 ; 32.3
Baployment status - 221 : 20.4
; Age : C 223 - . 5.8
® Ethnicity 220 , 2.7
: Sex . 222 0.8

The most important factors considered by
' : local service providers focus on the
@ : " educational background of the learner~-level
of BEnglish, literacy and academic level.
Age, ethnicity and sex are considered to be
secondary factors (which are strongly
; - related to educational background among -
® refugees). Apparently, most local service
‘ providers attempt to differentiate their
courses according. to refugee student
characteristics, éven though their programs
as a whole are designed to serve the entire
adult refugee population.

6. Is student entry into .. State coordinators were asked to identify -
English language . elements of state policy which establigh
training programs A adnissions priorities governing refugees'
prioritized? entry into English language training

® programs (SBl). Nearly two~thirds {61.18%)

: of the 36 coordinators responding indicated
that state policies prioritize refugee
admissions into English language training
programs. Table 9 sumparizes the aost
compon state priorities for student

@ admissions.
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Table S

STATE PRIORITIES POR REPUGEES®
ADMISSION INTO ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING

Criteria Percent of States
New arrivals 8i.8
Bligibility for public assistance 5.1
Erploymant status* 45.5
Bead of houlehoid/p:zna:y wage earner 40.9
Other é5.5

*Unelpléyed/un&e:enployeé

Recency of arrival and eligibility for
public assistance are the most common
admissions criteria. Nearly half of the
respondents mentioned other criteria. Twe
of these additiocnal criteria are in common
use~-leval of Enclish proficiency &nd

. receipt of public assistance. Among the 15

states ‘having the most refugees,** 10 of 13
respondents (778) have admissions
priorities. Thus, 2 somewhat greater
proportion of states with the largest
refugee populations use admissions
priogities. ,

State coordinators were also asked if they
limit the amount of English language

. training which a refugee may receive under

refugee resettlement support (SB2j. Of the

15 state coordinators responding to this
item, nearly all (86.7%) indicated that time

limits are set. The limit ranges from 6 to

36 months among the states, with a median of

13.5 months. It is not known if local
service providers rigidly conform to these
linits.

w**Ag of May 31, 1982, ORR identified these states as California, Colorado,
Plorida, Illincis, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New York,
-Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia, washington and Wisconsin. Results for
these 15 states were tabulated separately and compared to results to the

nation as a whole for a number of other variables.

did not differ. Bowever, these results are presented in Appendix F.
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. student eligibility for admissions to

prioritized. Of the 110 responding programs

Wy RN
.

';éﬁi

Local English language training programs

. were asked. a parallel question (ILC3) about /

priorities for refugees’ admissions into
their programs. Of the 223 programs
responding, 44&.4% indicated that refugee

Bnglish language training programs are

in the 15 states with the largest refugee
populations, 77.3% use admissions
priorities, a substantially greater
p:aportian than prograns as a whole.

T . P P S

Table 10 displays pragrans’ use of various
adaigsions criteria.

Table 10

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' CRITERIA FOR REFUGERS®
ADKISSION INTO ENGLISE LANGUAGE mnaxu:uc

c:ite:ien_

New arrivals

Head of household
Exsployment status
Bligibility for

public assistance

{n - 223)

Percent of Programs®

74.5
65.3
60.2
$7.1

*Percentages do not add to 100 since programs may use several admissions

priorities.

7. Bow are rafugee English
lanquage training
programs stafled?

Lacal service providers were asked to list
the nuaber and nature of current staff
positions in their refugee English language
training programs (LDl}. Table 11 displava
the proportion of paid staff in various
positions and compensation in status:

27
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USE OF PAID ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAM STAFF
IN VARIOUS POSITIONS

{(n = 220}

. ' Compensation Status
Staff rosition Full Tine -part-Time Total
Adminigtrator . §.8 1.0 5.8
Teacher 16.7 £0.0 56.7
Instructional aide 2.4 §.5 1i.8
Tutor 0.5 2.8 3.3
Clerical 2.3 4.3 6.6
Special services 6.2 5.7 11.9
Other 1.0 2.8 3.8

' Total 33.9 66.1 i00
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By and large, the greatest percentage of
program staff are teachers, occupying well
over half of the paid positions {56.7%).
Instructional aides and special services
staff together hold nearly one~-fourth of the
positions, with 11.9% each. about
two-thirds (66.1%) of all paid positions are
part~time, with part-time teachers
representing 40% of all statf.

Most teachers (718) are employed on a
part-tine basis. Only special services and
administrative pogitions are commonly full
time, whereas all other positions &re
predominately part-time.

Forty-gix percent of the loccal service
providers also noted the use of volunteers
in their programs. When paid and volunteer
positions are considered together, 33% of
all program staff are volunteers. PFurther,
these volunteer positions are predominately
instructional in nature. Sixty-two percent
(628) of the volunteers serve as tutors,
18.6% as teachers and 8.6% as aides.

The medi. “*ndent-teacher ratio (LE2}
reported by the lo~al se. ce providers is
15:1. Reported ratios rang.d from 1:1 to
¢1:1, but typically are in the range of one

: 28 96
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teacher for every 12 to 20 students. The
norsative distribution of the student-
teacher ratio for reporting programs - r
™ (n = 180) is iisted ia Appendix D, Program
: C mma ' ]

Another characteristic of program staffing

, | - is the use of bilingual personnel (LD2). s@
: I Seventy-sight percent of the local service = ¢
§ ® | | providers responding (n = 232) use bilingual
. : personnel in one or axore capacities. Table. B
12 lists the percentage of programs using p
; various bilingual personnel. .
- | 3
e &
Table 12 ﬁ
LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' USE OF BILINGUAL PERSONNEL
\ (n = 232) =
@ R
' Category of , ?
Bilingual Personnel Percent Sf Frograms - / , “"ﬁﬁ
| Aides | | 42 , R
r _ ‘ Coungelors 38
L ' Teachers 27 :
volunteers 22
Cther perscnnel 25
&
o Bilingual staff are most comacnly uged
directly in instruction (€28 of theé prograns
bave bilingual aides, 278 have bilingual
ceachers). One-third of the programs esploy
: bilingual counselors and about cone~fourth
-4. use bilingual volunteers and other personnel.

The training and experience required of
English language teachers were also
indicated by local service providers (LD3).
_' Survey respondents were asked to identify
'@ requirements for both full-time and

: part~time teaching positions. Tsble 13
sumzarizes these requirements for all

responding progiams.

Wy
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Table 13

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE
REQUIRENENTS FOR FULL~TINE TEACHERS

{n=232)
Percentage of all

gggugtegent Areas local Service Providers

A.A. degree 0.0
B.A. degree 38.8
Teaching certificate T 22.8
M.A. degrea 7.3
BSL certificate 3.4
Other specialization or .3

endorsenent
One~yaar relevant experience 11.2
Two~three years relevant

experience 8.5
four Or Wmore years

relevant experience 1.3

The sost frequent requirements for full-time
teachers are a baccalaureate degree and a
tedoiting certificate. Only 53% of the local
service providers noted any requirement at
all for full-time teacher positions in their
English language training programs.

Table 14 provides the parallel requirements

for part-time teachers. Again, results are
displayed for all local service providers.
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Table 14

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' TRAIKING AND EXPERIENCE
axgvmmsms POR PART-TIME TEACEHERS

Requirement Areas

A.A. degres

B.A. degree
Teaching certificate
K.A. degree

ESL certificate

JOthier specialization or

endorsement
Gne-year relevant
experience

Two-three vears relevant

experience
Four or more vears
relevant expecience

‘generally equal or exceed those for full

{n=232) 7

Percentage of all
Local Service Previders

Baving Requirements

1:3 \

Purther comparisons of Tables 13 and 14 show
that requirements for part-time teachers

time teaching positions. .PFart-tine teachers
are more frequently expected to hold &
baccalaureate degree and teaching
credential, as well as having at least one

teachers are more likely to have a magter's

- vear of relevant experience., Muli-time **

degree, but this may well reflect general L
educational requirements expected within éan | "

educational organization, such as a x
community college and vccatimﬂtechnim
{nstitute.

The percentage of paid teachers who are
full-time was compared to several other
program characteristics. Three

relationships emerged. Programs which place
an institutional emphasis-on Job Services
and Exployment have a greater number of .
full-time teachers. PFinally, community
colleges tend to have fewer full-time
teachers. '




8.

How large are the GRR-
funded refugee English
language training
programs?

What is the intensity of
English language
instruction for refugee
adults?

-

locsl service providers were asked to
indicate the number of locations at

which their organization cffers English
language training to refugees (LAl).

Whereas 448 of the 226 respondents indicated
that services were available oniy at the
primary site, while an additional 20% of the
respondents use two iocations, 108 use three
locations for Bnglish language training.

The remaining one-fourth use four or mere
sites for training.

focal prograns enrclled a median of 150
refugeesg in PY 1981 and 177 refugees in FY

- 1982 (LCl). This slight drop in enrellment

is npot reflected in a comparison of the |
smedian attendance of refugees in the fi:sﬁ
!

week of March in 1981 and 1982 (iC2).

Median program attendance remained L
relatively stable between the two years: 71
in FY 81 and 75 in FY 82. £
No significant differences in attendance or
enrollment figures éxist among the variout
types of organizations offering instructign.

During March 1982, ORR-funded English
lanquage training programs offered an
average of 23 classes per term, typically
six parallel sections at each of four levels
(LE2) .- These levels more often represent
gradations of ‘English proficiency, (®.g.,
beginning, intermediate, advanced)}, than
differentiation of instructional purpose.
Class size averages 1S students. :

The English language training programs
described the duration, intensity and
enrollment of their courses during

March 1982, {(LE2)}. Classes are conducted an
average of three hours per day, four days
per week for 15 weeks per term. 1The typical
course in an English language training

- progras offers 160 hours of instruction.

When total enrolluments of individual .
sections are summed over courses, total 3
prograr enrollments have a median average of
87 during the term. Nearly all of the
enrclled students are refugees-~70% «f che
programs responding to the survey quextion
indicated that their course enroliments are
composed exclusively of refugees. The
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10. What factors tend to
differentiate refugee-
English language training
prograns?

remaining 30t of the programs enroll a
sedian of 26 non-refugee students. Thus,
ORR=-funded English language training classes
predominately serve refugees.

A factor analysis was conducted of the
survey items which describe local refugee
English language training programs. The
factor analysis identifies clusters of
related progran characteristics. These
clusters represent major "typea® of
programs. Thirty-four different program

characteristics were considered; from these, .

four major factors were identified. These
factors together account for more than 40
percent of the variation among all of the
progranr characteristics examined. The four
factors in descending order of magnitude

are:s Y1) program size, as measured by the

total amount of funds received from ORR,
refugee student enrollment, and number of
course offeringsr (2) program epphasis upon
empioyment, measured by the svailability of
job placenent services, and the '
instructional emphasis given to job ‘ervices

and employment; (3} degree of "a program's

internal coordination and external linkage,
as usasured by degree of gervice mix in the

program and its coordination with other -

services and (4) program emphasis on
vocaticnal ESL, as measured by the progran's
instructicnal emphasis on vocational English
and job-specific English and by its linkage
with vocational training.

These four factors represent the chief
dimensions along which refugee English
language training programs are most
consistently differentiated. The impact of
thege factors on program outcomes is
discussed in Section D, Factors Relating to
Progran Quality and Success.
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B. ™he Rescources and Costs Involved in English Language Training
for Refugees

More than 98 percent of the funds administered by state
coordinating cffices for refugee English language training come from
the Office of Refugee Resettlement. Adult Basic Education monies are
the most common source used to supplement refugee English language
training, with about half of the local service providers using su;p
funds. PFunding per program declined from an average of $56,110 in\gr
81 to $45,621 in PY 82.

Funds are distributed by states primarily by grants and
contracts let through a request for proposal process. In addition,
inté:agency agreenments are commonly used by states to allocate the
funds. nly one-thi:é of the states have policies earmarking ORR
social service funds for English language training.

About three-fourths of the funds for English language training
are devoted directly to instructional costs. The remainder is evenly
divided between costs for support services and administration. The
median cost per student instructional hour increased 16 percent from

$2.00 in FY 81 to $2.31 in FY 32.

what sources of funds are States which administer ORR-supported
devoted to English language programs were asked tc estimate the
training for refugees? amount cf money received from varicus

sources for English language training
of refugees (SAl). The proportion of
funds, by source, for FY 1981 and 1982
are summarized in Table 15.
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Table 15
o MEDIAN PERCENTAGE OF PUNDS FROM VARIOUS SOURCES ADMINISTERED
: N BY STATES FOR REFUGEE ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING, BY YEAR
& {n = 28)
Source - _ BY 1881 PY 1682
& Office of Refugee Resettlement 98.2 8.7
: Adult Basic Education 0.5 6.1
Compreheasive Employment & Training Act 8.3 0.0
L _ Other public sources 0.6 0.2
i ® Private foundations . 0.0 0.2
- Voluntary agencies 0.1 0.0
Mutual Assistance Associations .0 G.0
Other non=public sources .2 0.3
Donated and in-kind scuzces 0.2 G.4&
® TOTAL $385,000 $448,000

- As can be seen in the table, essentially all
funds administered by state coordinator
fs offices which support local refugee English
el language training are from the Office of
Raefugee Rogettlement. The actual dollar
values are not displayed here since results
are available on this item for only 28 of
the states., Nearly one fourth (22%) of the
". v.ates responding to the survey did not
- | coaplete the items dealing with sources of
English language training program funds.
Apparently some state coordinators find it _
difficult to identify the various sources of
: funding which support refugee English
® language training. This is understandable
o . since a variety of funding sources are
administered by varicus state coordinator
offices for different programs which may
serve refugees, such as adult basic
. education programs and CETA training and job
@ develcopment prograns.
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A parallel quesation about sources of funds
was asked of local service providers (LB4).
Table 1§ compares program estimates of the
percentage of funds of non~ORR sources for
FY 1961 and 1982.

i

Table 16

K
/

s

7

PERCENTAGE OF LOCAL PROGRAMS USING- VARIOUS NON-ORx FUNDS FOR
REPUGEE ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING, BY YEAR '

Seurce

Adult Basic Education
Local in-kind sources /[

CETA

General funcs ,
Other federa. sources

- Other state sources

Private foundations
CETA

(n = 13‘)
N I

f'
’

FY 19881 FY 1982
52.2 £49.6
44.0C 43.0
32.8 27.4
26.9 3l.1
19.4 - 20.0
18.7 22.2 .

9.7 3.3
0.7 2.2

Adult Bagic Bducation funds are most
commonly used by local service providers to
support English language training for
refugees. About one~half of the ORR-funded
programs supplement their effort with these
ABE monies. Over the two figcal years, the
percentage of programs using CETA funds
declined 9 ly with a concomitant increase
in the use of the institution's general
funds, other state sources and private
foundation grants. A substantial percentage
(58%) cof the local seivice providers
indicated that funds other than those from
ORR are used. For FY 81, non-ORR funds
represent & median of 25% of the total
refugee English language training program
resocurces. This median percentage climbed
to 308 in FY 82, apparently reflecting the
decline in GRR funds received., Indeed, when
local programs were asked the amcunt of ORR
funds received during th: tuo years (i83},
the median dropped fioum $56,11C in Fr 81 to

- $45,621 in FY 82 for the 180 programs which

operated in both years.
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The percentage and amount of ORR funds
received by local service providers in the
15 states with the largest refugee

populations are compared with figures for
all pn:grans_in Table 17 below.

Table 17

NEDIAN PERCENTAGE ARD ANOUNT OF PUNDS RECEIVED FROM ORR BY REFUGEE
ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS

Median percent ofhre!ugee sngiiéh
language training program funds

from ORR

Median amount of ORR funds per

progranm

Programs in 15

Stateg with
Largest Refugee
All Programs Populstion
{n = 192) (n = 187)
70 - &7
$45,621 $60,000

?zog:ais in impacted areas receive somewhat

‘more CRR funds, but the proportion of a

program’s funds received from ORR does not
differ significantly in these states.

. \.An estimate was made of the total funds

devoted to ORR-gupported refucee English
language training nationally in PY 82. The
total funds and ORR funds reported by each
of the 191 responding local service
providers were extrapolated to all 327

'ORR-supported providers of refugee English

language training in the nation. While
these national estimates can be made with
some degree of confidence, estimates for
individusl states cannot be made with
sufficient accuracy. ¥For FY 82, it is

- estimated that $52,250,631 were devoted by

ORR~funded local service providers to
refugee English language training. It is
estimated that $29,201,062 (56%) of these
funds originsted from the Office of Refugee
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Bow are these funds

allocated from the
state level to the

local level?
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Resettlement. This means that about 43% of

" the FY 82 ORR social service dollars

($67,571,000) were directly applied to
refugee English language trairisg for
achieving self-sufficiency. Thus, a
substantial proportion of CRR dollars are
beina devoted to English languase training,
augmented by a substantial amount from other
sources as well.

In adgition to reporting actual dollars,

state coordinators estimated the total

volunteer hours devoted to refugee English
language training (SA2}. For the 15 states
responding to this item, the average number
of volunteer hours increased from 8,820 in
FY 81 to 11,912 in FY 82.

State coordinators were asked if they had
policies which directed a specified
proportion of ORR social service funds to

_ English language training (SCl). Only 36

percent of the 35 respondents indicated that
gsuch a policy is used in their state. For
states having such policies, a median of 52%
of ORR funds is dedicated to English
language training. However, the individual
state percentages ranged widely, from as low
as l4 percent to as high as 100 percent.

State coordinators were also asked to
indicatle the type of service procurement
procedures they utilized for refugee English
language training (SC4). Thirty-four states
responded to the question. 1Iwo-~thirds
(67.68) use a competitive request for
proposal process. About one~fourth (26.58%8)
accept unsclicited proposals 28 weil., A few
(8.8%) of the states use the request for bid
process. Nearly one-third (29.48%) noted
other procurement procedures, which are
generally sole-gsource agreements with otcher
state agencies either toc provide services
directly or to subcontract for them. State

- education agencies are most often used in

thigs way. Another procurement method is a
continuing service agreement. Two-thirds
{68.6%) of the state coordinators allow
contractors to subcontract for English
language training (SCS5).

—
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Bow are funds used by Iocxl service providers use refugee
English language training . Bnglish language training funds to meet a

programs? variety of direct and indirect costs.

Programs were asked to degignate the
percentage of their funds expended for ,
various purposes (LBl). Table 18 provides a
summary of their responses.

Table 18

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF FUNDS FOR REFUGEE ENGLISE LANGUAGE
!RAIHING EXPENDED FOR VARIOUS PURPOSES, BY YEAR

(n = 1785)
Cost PY 1981 PY 1682
Direct instruction 71 71
Support services ‘ i3 14

Administration ' : i6 pL

More than two-thirds (71%) of the :efugee
English language training funds directly
gupport instructicnai services, such as
teacher salaries. The remaining 30% is
divided nearly equally between
administrative and support service costs.
The distribution of these costs remsined
esgsentizlly the same during the two fiscal

years. The decline in total dollars did not

affect the proportion of funds éevated to
inst:uetional costs.

When the proportion of funds devoted to
instruction is compared tc other program
characteristics, several relaticnships
emerge. The greater the range of refugee
services and the higher the proporticn of
‘:efugee clientele, the lower the percentage
of funds devoted to instructional costs.
Thus, multiservice organizations which
predominately work with refugees devote .a
smaller portion of funds to language
instruction ané more tc other services. The
‘data also indicate that vocational-technical
schools &evote a graater proportion of thez:
language training funds to direct
instruction than do other types of
organizations.

R



Another way of looking at the cost of
English language training is to determine
the cost per student instructional hour.

- This value provides an index of the relative
- cost of delivering English language training
progran services {LB2}. The median reported

cost per student instructional hour is
compazed for the twe fiscal years in

‘ r‘bl‘ lS . :

The data within Table 18 indicates that the
cost per student instructional hour has
increased scmavhat over the two years,
although the increase would be much smaller
if the effects of general inflation are

. congidered. Some of the 16% increase in
costs per student instructional hour may be -
. associated with an increase in instructional

costs, such as teacher salaries, or a
deccease in clasg size.

Table 19

MEDIAN COST fER STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL HﬁUR POR REFUGEE
ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING, BY YEAR

-

All programs

(n = 144)
FY 1581 FY 1982
$2.00 $2.31

Overall cost per student instructional hour
was compared to the organizational type of
local service provider. No significant
differences exist in the costy among the
types of organizations providing refugee
English language training.
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e Chacscteristics of Refugees Engaged in English Language 1.aining

~ \ During FY 81, .‘wcal service providers enrolled an average af. 150
adult :e:ugees in Engnsh language training prograss. Rn:ollmnt
declined to an average of 177 in PY §2. Most refugees are enrolled
in relatively large programs which serve more than 150 st{xdents per
yeaz. Three-Ifourths of the refugee enrcllments are in the 15 states
having the largest population of refugees.

About 58 percent of the refugee stndents aré male. ‘m FY 82. 70
percent cf the :ef.uge- students were under the age of 40, compared to
87 percent of adult mf.ugees nationsally in this age category. mhis
suggests that t:he‘ programs tend to serve a slightly older segment of
the adult pcpulatian. The stude;:ts' ethnicity in PY 82 is as

follows: More than one-third (36.4%) of the refugee .stgidents are

Viemg. followed by Lao (18.8%), Khmer (15.68), Chinese-

Vietnamese (13.2%) and Hmong (10.58). Baitian and Cuban entrants

. together represent less than one percent of the total refugee student

body and Soviet refugees represent less than one~half of cne

| percent. Over the two years, the proportion of vietnamese, Khmer,

and Chinese students grew, while proportions of Lao, Hmang and Mien
stuéentsxégclined. ]

A substantial proportion {1£.2%) of refugee adults enrolled in
English languag_e\tnining have had no previous fon-nl education, with
an additional one-half who have had a very limited formal education.
Only one~ghird (35.7%) of the students have had nore than six years

of formal schoocling. The percentage of students with little or no
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previcus education declined from FY Bl\ss FY 82. The percentage of
refugee students having limited prior e&d{:ﬁi@n is greater in the 15

states with the greatest numbers of refugees.

For FY 82, local service p;cvidcrs repor that 81.2 percent of
the refugec students are 1i§e:ate ;nigggg“langu e, up by more than”\
five pereent‘f:aa th§ previous yeér; Essentially tne in five adult
refugee :tudenes have had no experience with either the formal

schaoling process or written language.

More than half (57.6%) ef the cur:ently enzrolled refugee
students arrived in the United Sgates within the previcus twelve
months. Nearly t.h:ee-fefusths (708%) are unemployed, ccnpazed'to 78.7
percent of the refugee stﬁéents unemployed in FY 8l. Programs which
~use employment status as an admissions priority naturally tend te.
serve a greater nunSet of eﬂployed,adults.

One-half of the atate agencies respondin.s to the survey use
local refugee population density as a criteria for funds allocation‘&
policies, thereby targeting English language training funds to
impacted areas. |

Three—-fourths of the local service providers éaiggg have waiting
lists for refugees to enrcll in English language training. where
waiting lists exist, an average of 204 students wait five and
one-half weeks to enter the programs. 1In size, waiting lists A:e
about 1l percent of the total stﬁdent enrollment. Total program
enrocllment is correlated with waiting list.length,-such that the
greater the en:qllment, the longer the list. The use of admissions

priorities appears to have little influence on waiting lists.
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Three~fourths of the local service providers use an open-entry
poiicy 80 that 'seudnnu s.ay enrell in Engiish‘z;nguagn training
clasans at any time during the term.

.ISt.ud-nr,s'_ individual characteriatics are recognized as
influencing their participation in Spgiish language training.
Dewographic, econcmic and affective factors inrhibit students®

participation in the program and the learning process.

*. 1. How many refugees ace Local service providers reported their
receiving English language total enrollment of adult refugee
tzaining? students in English language training

for F¥ 81 and PY 82 (LCl). The 203

~ prograns responding enrolled an aw:age

S of 180 refugee adults in FY 81, and 177

- in FY 82. In 7Y 82, the 203 local

....service providers responding to the

survey enrclled a total of 98,564 adult
‘refugees. By extrapolating survey
respondent=' enrclinments, it is

8 _ estinxted that 149,850 refugees were

i served in ORR-funded English hnguage

training during PY 82. ;

When refugee enrollment is categorized
; . by prograns' relative size, the
@ . relatively large programs (enrollment
greater than 300} account for 358 of
refugee students. Table 20 provides a .
summsary of refugee enrollments for
FY 81 and FY 82 by program size.

* Table 20
PERCENTAGE CP ES ENROLLED IN ENGLISE LANGUAGE
: TRAINI PROCGRAMS, BY SIZE AND YEAR
P \ (n = 203)
Program Size PY 81 FY 82
° Small (50-) - 20 19
‘ Madium (51-150) 22 27
Large (151-300) 23 19
Very Large (301+} 35 k1




2.

What are the characteristics
of these students?

AS can be seen in Table 20, the relative
proportions of refugees served by large and
amall progransg have not changed -

-appreciably. In PY 82, a slightly greater

segment of the refugee population was served

. by sedium-sized programs. Refugee

enrcliment in the 115 prograns in the 15
stxtes having the greatest numbers of
refugees account for 778 and 75% of all
refugee students in FY 81 and FY 82,
zespectively.

Iocal service providers were asked to
provide actual or estimated percentages/of
the composition of their refugee students by
ssx, age, ethnicity, formal education,
literacy, length: of time in U.S. and
anployment status (IC7). Information was
requested for both PY 81 and FY 8§2. 1In

- aggregating these data, percentages reported

by the local service providers have been
weighted by their corresponding refugee
enrollaents to estimate the overall
proportions £.. all adult refugsee students.
The distributions of students by sex are
shown below in Table 21.

Table 21
SEX OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR

(n = 168,

FY 81 FY 82

. Percent Parcant Percent Percent
Male Female Male Female

58 42 S8 42

The sex distribution of refugee students
does not vary appreciably by year. In FY
§2, approximately 52% of the adult refugee
population in the U.S. was male*, thus a
slightly creater proportion of males are

« being served in English lanquage training.

*Age/Sex Report for May 1982, Office of Refugee Resettlement




; O L L R AL LA A EORCEL P A R A R A S ST e T N, s e N D - - N - T -
SRR 4 et BT ORNIE Y e D PN e T e e N e Ny ANy LLRE ST A e . .
. T N s . . N T S : Y . . « . -

The sex distribution of refugees students
enrolled in programs where the heads of
household were reportedly given high entry
priority was coapared to those programs
R vhere no such priority was reported. In
« PY 82, 63% of the 93 programs having ne
- Prioritv enrolled more than the median -
percentage of males (55%), while 588 of the
57 programs having head of household as a
priority sexceeded the median percentage of -
® xales. Thus, entry priority has little | R
: ' relationship to the sex distribution of & -
participants, even though such would be .
assumsd to be the case. The sex NG
; .. distribution of refugee students was - ' .
; ® - siwilarly compared to programs which 4id and
- : did not set adsissions priorities on the
dasis of students’ employsent status.
Again, essentixzlly identical results were
found, with a slightly greater proportion of
: ' ‘ mzles served by prograas having nc
g. ‘ _ admissions priorities.

In terms of age, refugee students served in

PY 82 were slightly younger than thoge o

served in PY 81, with 708 of the PY 82 -

; students under the age of 35, compared to "

gc 658 in FY 81. Table 22 displays the age

i distribution of students served each year.

\ Az a benchmark, 878 of the entire adult N

\ refugee population is under the age of 35 N
compared to only 65% of all refugee -

_ . students.* This suggests that the English .

@ language training programs tend to serve

o , ' ' slightly clder adults. ‘

 Table 22

5‘ AGE DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR
: (n = 104)
| Age -24 25-34 35-44 §5+
e PY Bl 27 38 2¢ 1
Age -24 25-34 35-44 45+

PY 82 31 39 19 il

*Age/Sex Report for May 1982, Office of Refugee Resettlement
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The ethnic distribution of adult refugee
atudents was also reported by the local
service providers. Table 23, shown bslow,
displays the distribution of zefugees by
ethnicity for each year. '

>W‘ﬁ¢%‘."¥Jﬁah@

© Table 23
ETENIC DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT REPUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR -
“ !
e
.
§ 3
w -
§
§ & 3
é" - 5" ) f ..? ¥ § 1y 3-7" SR
Year/Bthnicity S g & i & ¢ l ‘ -
’Y 81 32-9 11-‘ 1193 19.8 '18:8 2;‘ * O.G 0-5 2-3
’? i
N Yy 82 36.4 13.2 15.6 18.8 10.5 g.8 0.6 8.6 0.4 3.4 o
AN T
— . .

*less than 0.1 present

Ethnic Vietnamese are the largest adult refugse
student populaticn, representing about one~third ‘ P
of the enrollment in PY 81 (32.9%) and in FY 82 ‘
(36.48) . Ethnic Lao students are the second
: largest group (19.88) in PY 81, but declined
¢ slightly in PY 82. 1In a parallel fashion, the
proportion of Bwong students declined from 18.8% :
in PY 8l to 10.5% in PY 82. On the other hand, ¢
both the Khmer and Chinese-Vietnamese student
enroliments increased from FY 81 to PY 82.
Together the Haitian, Cuban and Soviet refugee
student population represented less than two
percent of the enroliment in either year.

{

Table 24 displays the refusee students' years of
formal education in their country of origin.
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Table 24

DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS' FORMAL EDUCATION
IN COUNTRY CF ORIGIN, BY YEAR
{(n = 124)

Percentage of Students Having Different
Number of Years of Forxal Education

None 1=-3 4-6 7=12 13+
rY 81 22,3 18.0  28.2  26.0 4.5

PY 82 _ 15.2 19.6 28.5 31.5 4.2

céucation.

‘The percentage of refugee students ae:vnd‘ia'
PY 81 having more than a &6th grade education
(7 or more years) in their country of o:igin

.is less than one-~third (30.5!). but

increased slightly (35.7%) in PY 82.
we see that the programs served a slightly
‘more educated refugee population in FY 82,
Bven go, the diversity of the educational
backgrounds of these adult refugee students
is ccnsiderable. BEnglish language training
programs serve & very heterogeneous client
population, some of whom have had no prior
formal education (15.2%), only a basic |
education (49.1%) and more than a 6th grade

education (35.7%)

Some students with limited or no formal
education may nevertheless be literate in
some language. Table 25 summarizes the
pe:centage of refugee students who are

literate in some language.

So
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Az can be seen in Table 24, a substantial

proportion of refugee adults have very

limited prior educaticnal experience.

two-fifths (41.3%) of the students served in
., FY 81 had three years or less formal .

‘ education. PEven fewer (34.88) of the
students served in FY 82 had a thirdrqtade



Table 25

LITERACY OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDRENTS, BY YEAR

e A A RV At RN K o 4 B Ao e

{n = 158}

Percent Literate in Some Language

FY 8

" 25,5

1 PY 82

8l.2

In PY £l, roughly three-fourths of the adult
refugee students were literate in some
language. This ircieased to about
four-£ifths in PY 82, again reflecting an
increase in the educational background of
the refugee population and/or a .
proportionate decrease in enrollment of
non-literate students. At the same time,
the data alsoc suggests that nearly
cne-fourth of the adult refugee population
is not literate in any language.

Considering both literacy and formal
education, the PY 82 findings suggest that
English language training programs must deal
with a substantial population (about 208)

‘which has neither experience with the forma.
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educational process nor with literacy in auy
language.
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The recency of refugee students arrival in
‘ the U.S. was reported by local service
~ providers as welli. Table 26 exhibits the

3‘ students' length of residence in the mni

~ Table 26
° ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS' LENGTE OF RESIDENCE
| - IN TEE UNITED STATES, BY YEAR

(n = 125)

. Percentage of Students Residing in the U.S. for Various
@ Nunberg of Months

\,
N

-6 7=-12 13-18 15-24 25=-30 3i-36 364

FY 81 . 32.7  28.2 17.8  11.4 4.7 2.7 2.3

. FY &2 30.5 27.1 15.1 16.6 5.3 2.7 2.6

More than half (60.9% and 57.6%) of the
refugees enrolled in FY 81 and PY 82 had
‘ arrived within the past 12 -onths. Slightly
X fewer students had arrived within the
previous twelve montha in PY 82 than in PY
8l. Most importantly, the ‘results indicate
that the refugee adults are gaining early
. &ccess to BEnglish language training. Nearly
one~-third of the students enroll within gix
@ months of arrival, while less that ten
f percent of the total adult refugee
population in the nation had arrived in the
.first six months of E'Er 8z.

, The final demographic characteristic

@ rcported by local gervice providers concerns
' ) the\ezploynent status of adulg refugee ‘
students. Table 27 shows the percentage of

adult refugees served each fiscal year who
were empioyed.
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Table 27

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR

Year/Employment Status
FY 81

FY 82

what factors influence
refugee participation in
English language training?

{(n = 125j

Employed Unenploved

Rill Time Part~Time

1i.8 8.8 78.7

i5.5 is.4 70.0

A large proportion of refugee students are
unemployed. More than three-fourths (78.7%)
were unemployed in FY 8l. Despite the
national rise in unemploywment, the
unaaployment rate of adult refugee students
fell tc 708 in FY 82.

When the unemployment rate of refugee
students was compared for programs which
used employment status as an admissions
priority, it was found that they serve a
substantially smaller proportion of
unemployed adult refugees.

The major factors which influence refugee
participation in English language training
are two-fold. Pirs%, program
characteristics affect refugee access and
entry into training.' These program
characteristics include policies, admissions
priorities and instructional configuration.
Characteristics of the refugees themselves
and the circumstances in which they are
living also influence participation in
English language training. These two
factors are discussed at length in the
remainder of this section.

Although most states do not use funding
formulas for English language training
(SC7), 58 percent of the 36 state
coordinators responding to the survey
indicated that policies are used to allocate
funds to geographic areas. The local
refugee population density is by far the
most common criteria used, with one-half of
all respondents ueing this allocation
policy. The number of new arrivals, public
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assistance caseload and unemployment rate
are also used, but less often. Many states
have thus establighed policies which target
refugee English language training funds to
highly ilpac:ed geographic areas.

Most (748) of the local service providers
responding to the survey did not have a
waiting list of refugees to enter their
English language training program (LCs) in
Narch 1982. ' For the remaining 268 waich did
have a waiting list, students waited an
average of 5.5 weeks to enter the training
peogram. An average of 204 students were on
waiting lists in these 60 programs during
the week of March 1, 1982. 1In all, the 60
prograxs reported a total of 10,626 adult
refugees waiting toc enter programs. These
waiting refugees represent eleven percent of
the enrolliment of all programs :espenéing.

This average is skewed by rather large
waiting lists reported for programs in two
states. Thirteen programs in California had
2,505 refugees waiting and five programs in
Minnesota had 6,254 refugees awaiting

entry. Since these are states with very
large refugee populations, a comparison was
made between size of enroliment and length’
of waiting list. A correlation of +.46 was
found, which reflects a mocderate
relationship between prograz enroliment and
waiting list size. It may be that the
diversity of the local refugee population is

the critical factor here.

A comparison was also made between the
length of time students remain on waiting
lists and the admissions priorities of
English language training programs. Wwhile
44 percent of the programs have admissions
privrities of one form or another, less than
one-fourth of these programs have waiting
lists. Slightly more programs (29%) which
do not have admissions priorities also have
waiting lists. However, the difference
between these two types of programs is too
small to conclude with confidence that
improved admissions priorities could reduce
waiting lists.



Another program characteristic which
influances refucees’ access to Engligh
language training are constraints on the
time or manncr in which students may enroil
in specific courses of instruction {LES).
Seventy-six percent ¢f the 218 local service
providers responding indicated that the
refugee student may enrcll and enter the
classes at any time during the term, Aan
additional twelve percent said that the
student may enter the class only at its
beginning and eleven percent indicated entry
iz on & space available basis.

A comparison was made between these entry

- policies and the length of the waiting list,

to determine if service open-entry programs
tend to have shorter waiting lists.
Bowewer, no significant relationship was
found between chese two factors.

\s & whole, the results suggest that adult
refugees have broad access te English
language programs, but for one~-fourth of the
prograxs, many students will have to wait to
gain entry. '

Thus far, the discussiocn has focused upon

' program-related factors which influence

refugee participation. A second set of
factors deal with the characteristics of the
adult refugees themselves. In open-ended
questions (SG3 and SJ2), respondents
identified the major factors which inhibit
the success of English language training
programs, particularly for Southeast Asian
refugees with little previcus education.¥
Among their numerous responses, state and
local respondents identified several
characteristics of refugees which constrain
their participation in English language
training.

In descending order of frequency, student
limitations mentioned include age, lack of
literacy, lack of study skills, gender,
inter-ethnic hostility, and lack of contact
with English speakers. Economic barriers
were also mentioned, including lack of
transportation and child care, unrealistic

L *although the survey addressed English language training for all refugees,
- this section focused exciusively on programs serving Southeast Asians.

{
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esployment goals, transiency and work-
related fatiguec.

Affective factors reported include culture
shock, mental health problens, family
prtoblems, fear, stress and concern for
relatives ramaining in Southeast Asia.
These £indings further reinforce the poine ' -
that adult refugess are not always in a good
position to learn English because of all the.
factors which affect their daily lives. o

. Indeed, when survey respondents were asked -

to identify what factors contribute to
successful English language training, state
coordinators and local service providers
identified a number of factors which

directly deal with refugee characteristics—-—

differential instruction for literate and
preliterate students, services integrated

~with case management, culturally sensitive .

and compassionate staff, available chiid

care, transportation and bilingual xides and
cultural orientation.

»
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D. Factors Relating to Program Quslity and Success

The sﬁ:vay examined the kinds c: information being collected
concerning program performance, the extent to which the English language
training programs can demonstrate their effectiveness, characteristics
which are associated with successful program performance and the progran
efforts which are currently under way to improve programs.

standazds and guidelines for program operation are in effect for most
English language training programs. State coordinators indicated that
standards generally exist for program evaluation, staff training and
gqualifications, and program deéign. Most local service providers have
their own guidelines for instructinnalmmatezials and methods, program
design, student assessment, staff training and qualifications and program
evaluation. Most state coordinators and local agencies have standards for
program performance in effect or feel that such standards could be
usefully and feasibly implemented, particularly regarding costs per
student instructional hour. '

Nearly all (S548) of the state coordinators resgonding routinely
collect information from local service providers. This information,
however, is limited to data about funds, student cha:actefistics and
program lescriptors. Less than half of the states collect progranm
evaluation findings which could provide evidence ¢f program effectiveness.

Essentially all state coordinators menitor their local English
language training programs for fiscal, compliance and technical assistance
purposes. Only about one-third of the states responding conduct impact
evaluations of their programs. State coordinators noted that information
is not usually gathered to assess the degree to which English language

training programs improve refugees' language proficiency, employment and

“,

e



. n !
seif-gufficiency. The student records maintained in English language

training programs usually do aot include two of the characteristics which ’

previous research shows affect acquisition--prior schooling and literacy.
Most progranms conﬁuet aaaoss:gﬁts for stuéent placénent an@ pragre;s, but
only about half of the programs use formal, standardized tests. Thus, the
evidence which couid bc\used‘to_éacglégt program outcomes and\
effectiveness is :clatiﬁizy iimited at both the state and loc;i\levels.

Some indicators of prégzan pe:fernancé\?ere provided by lacQI service
providers in ehc,iu:way. English language t:aining prograns repoég an
average completion rate of 50.1% for refugee students. Vocational- .
technical schools ha&a the highest average rate (658), whereas highiéehoal
adult education programs have the lowest {418). Completion rate is
correlated with the instructional emphasis of the program and the manner
in which instruction is differentiated on the basis of student
characteristics. Programs astinaﬁe that it takes refugees an average of
661 instructional hours or eleven nhnths to complete an English language
training program. Wocational-technical schools' estimates are lower:
fewer hours are needed to complete their program of instruction.
Naturally, & program's duration depends on both :he characteristics of its
students and its instructional objectives, so comparisons among programs
are difficult to interpret.

Since both refugees' backgrounds and programs' instructional goals
vary so widely, local service providers were asked to estimate the number
of instructional hours required for various prototypic refugee students to
attain gpecified levels of English proficiency: "survival,®

“conversational® and “independent job search.® The estimates for the four
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refugee students varied tremendously but systematically, demonstrating the
effect of student characteristics on instructional efficiency.-:
Ditferencgs among these students were as great as 750 hours, reflecting a
difference in estimated instructional cost of more than $2000 per
student. Community colleges estimate the greatest number of hours (and
hence cost) for prototypical students to reach these levels of proficiency.

The ghorter the total prograam duration, the higher the student
completion rate. Of course, this may have no bearing on the actual level
of language proficiency represented by program completion. The greater
the program's instructional intensity in hours per week, the higher‘the
student completion rate. Open-entry programs and prograas which do not
stress literacy as a goal experience lower completion rates. Community
colleges have higher completion rates, as do programs which emphasize
literacy. Programs which focus on job services or job~gpecific English
and programs which differentiate instruction on the basis of ethnicity
have higher departure rates., However, the program completion rate is not
necessarily a reliable measure of outcome, since many people whc leave
early go to jobs and cther programs.

buring a given term, 64% of the refugees successfully complete their
current course of inscruction. Thirty percent of the refugee students
leave the program during or after a given term, but these departures are
for positive reasons--employment, program completion, or enrollment in
vocational training or an academic program.

A series qf analyses identified two factors associated with these
indicators of program success: the percentage of full-time teachers and

the number of instructional hours per week are both positively related to
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student completion rates. In a&iéticn, the level of student unemployment
is positively correlated with program cospletion, pechaps :eflactins'haw.~
opportunities for training infiuence participation, or perhaps other
motivational factors. The instructional emphasis of the program |
influences its indicators of performance. However, it is equally
important to note that program size, refugee/non-refugee client mix and
service mix were not systematically related to program outcomes.

A wide range QF progran improvement efforts afe under way, involving
technical assistance, staff development and p:egraw.eoo:dinatien efforts.
These represent positive steps being taken to.anha@ce refugee English
language training. {

About two-thirds of the local service providers reguested techaical

assistance in PY 82, primarily in the areas of instructional materials,

- staff development, curriculum dgsign and student asseasment. EBEighty-eight

pa?%ant of tbnir\nunerous requests were fulfilled, primarily by the Centet
for Applied Linguistics, other local service providers and state agencies.A

Staff development efforts are common, but the use of ORR funds for
these purposes have declined. Staff training is generally conducted
in-house or by state coordinators or professional associations.

Coordinative linkages are maintained with key gtate and loéal
services by the majority of the programs, particulary with welfare, job
placement and vocaticnal training. Linkages with other agencies dealing
with refugee affagfs are less common. Although inter-program and
muliti-service linkages are recognized as important, a substantial segment
of the English language training programs does not maintain close ties

with other services.
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i. vwhat evidence is available The quality of program performance is &

| concerning progran relative question which can only be answered

T perforsance? 0 in reforence to-some identifiable standards

‘ or quidelines. One itexm on both the state
{SE1} ané local {LIl) questionnaires deals
with the types of standards and guidelines
which are in effect and the types which
could be usefully and feasibly implemented
in the future. Such atandards might help
set expeactations for program performance.

Table 28 eoaﬁares state and local
respondents' perceptions of program
pecformance standards.

Table 28

PERCENTAGE OF STATE COORDINATORS (n=22) AND LOCAL PROGRAMS (n=204)
INDICATING THE EXISTENCE AND FEASIBILITY OF PROGRAM STANDARDS

§ Indicating a
’ Standard Could
$ Indicating Be Usefully and

Standard Feasibly
Qurrently BExists Implemented
Program Standard/Guideling State Program State Program
Instructional matexials/methods 22.7% 82.4% 40.9% 10.8%
Staff training and qualifications £2.1% 77.08 31.6% 16.748%
Cost per student hour 31.61% 52.1% 52.6% 20.6%
Program design 35.3% 83.4% 41.2% 9.5%
Student assessment 27.8% 83.9% 38.9% 1i.27%
Program evaluation 41.2% 75.48% 47.1% i9.18%
Prioritizing student entry 37.5% 60.6% 50.0% 12.6%

™he data in Table 28 indicate that standards
and guidelines are in effect in most
programs, However, only about one=thixd of
the responding states have such standards.
Standards have thus been established mostly

¢ at the local level. Wwhere a given standard
is not in effect, a substantial proportion
of respondents feel that a standard or
guidelines could be usefully and feasibly
implemented. Combining the percentage of
respondents which have standards with the
percentage which feel that standards could
be put into effect, we see that more than
two~thizds of the state agencies and
four-£fifths of the local programs use or
desire to use standards for program
operation.
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Information Cateqories

A.

B.

Program Descriptien

i.
2.
3.

é.

5.
6.
7.
8.

!

i programs (SD2) .
responses to this question.

f Table 29

/A sscond necessary condition for assessing
. ' program quality is the availability of

T systemstic inforsation about program —— -
chiectives and outcones.
, identified what information they routinely
i collect from English language training -

' Table 29 summarizes their

PROGRAM INPORH%TZOH CURRENTLY COLLECTED BY STATES.

{(n = 34)

i
3
i

1
J -

f/ Co
Coals ’
Number of instructicnal hours
Levels of instruction
Linkage with nploymnt/matioml
training programs -
Setting .
Instructional methods
Student-insttucwz/ notes
Kate:,iglktﬁad

8. Course offering

—10.
11.
2.
i3.

Assessment and training procedures
Student placement procedures
Ingervice training for staff
Technical assistance used

Program Qutcomes

i.

2,
3.
4.

Tests/instruments used for program
evaluation

) Percentage of States Collecting

This Information

Tests used to evaluate student progress

Program evaluation design
Progran evaluation results

58
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81.2%
- 79.48
73.5%

73.5%
70.6%
70.6%
67.6%
67.6%
64.7%
61.8%
-.58.8%
52.9%

61.8%

61.8%
50.0%
47.1%

State coordinators



Table 29
Continued

Pexcentage of States Collecting

Information Categories (con't)
C. Student Charactezistics

D.

This Information

l. Numbers 94.1%
2. Public assistance status 85.3%
3. Enmpiloymant status 67.6%
4. Ethnic/gender/age coxposition 58.8%
5. Entering BEnglish ability 55.9%
6. Previous education 50.0%
7. Previocus literacy 41.2¢
Funding/Cost Information

1. ORR funds 91.2%
2. Cost per instructional hour -. 67.68
3. Cost per student | ' 67.6%
4. Other federal funds 32.48
S. Nature and value of iu~-kind services 26.5%
6. State funds 26.5%
7. Private funds 23.5%

Ninety-four percent of the state
coordinators responding to the survey
routinely collect information from their
ilocal service providers. Most often, the
information collected describes program
plans and student characteristics. Far
fewer states collect inforwmation about
program outcomes and non-ORR sources of
funds.,

All but one of the 36 state agencies
routinely monitor their English language
training programs (SDl}, primarily for
fiscasl, compliance and technical assistance
purposes. Impsct evaluations are conducted
by about one=third (37.1%) of the
respondents. Thus, both the focus of the
information collected and the information
gathering process itself tend not to be
oriented to program performange and student
outocmes.

Local service providers were asked to

~ describe the information routinely included

in refugee student records {LC8). Table 30
summarizes the information most commonly
collected about refugee students.

©0
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Table 30

IN?QRHATIOR MAINTAINED BY LOCAL SERVICE PROV
-IN REFUGEE STUDENT RECORDS

™o of Information

sei

Age

Native Language

length of Timc in Program
U.S. Arzrival Date :
BEmploynent Status

Public Assistance Status
Other Languages Spoken

To what extent have English
language training progranms
demonstrated their effec-
tiveness?

{n = 221)

\

1

Percentage af Programs

Maintaining Information

Pravious Schooling Prior to A:rzval
Literacy in Native or Other Tongue

Virtually all programs responding collect

96.8%
95.0%

87.3% -

86.4%
8i.48%
8l.0%

74.7%
-68.8%

68.3%
60.2%

basic demographic information about the

refugue student. However, only about
three-fourths collect information about the

students' prior schooling and two~thirds

about the students' literacy.
factors should influence inatructional
planning (Reder 198X, Robson, 1981), it is
 important that this infoznation is available.

Since such

Acdditional questions were a:ked of local

service providers about the methods used for
student placement and progress appraisal (LG
1-2). Essgentially all (98.6%8) local service
providers assess student placement and
progress, primarily through informal
obgervation of classroom performance.
Bowever, about half do use published,

standardized examinations for placement
(56.6%) and progress appraisal (46.8%).‘

Although student evaluation is considered

important and is conducted by neariy all

local service providers, the methods used
are not necessarily either formal or

standardized.

!

Although the o§e:all purpcse of the ORR

study was to assess the effect of English

language training for refugees, the mail

survey can only respond to this question 13

.
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2 limited manner. Subsequent phases of the
study have been undertaken to assess these
ocutcomes more directly.

The local service provider questionnaire
provides a range of information about the
flow of refugees through English language
training. No information was collected,
however, about the direct relationship
between refugee English language training
and econonic self-sufficiency, the topic of
another research project being conducted by
ORR.

Local service providers were asked to
estimate the percentage of refugees enrolled
who eventually complete the entire refugee
English language training program (LE3).

The 159 service providers responding to the
question show a median refugee completion
rate of 56%1%. ;

The reported completion rate was compared to
22 other program chacteristics to identify
the factors which influence refugees’
completion of the programs. One
characteristic proved to be particularly
significant--the type of organization
providing the service.

Vocational-technical institutes reported the
highest average completion rate (65%),
whereas high school adult education programs
reported the lowest rate (§1.48). Other
types of institutions reported intermediate
completion rates. Community colleges
reported 46% and veluntary agencies, 51%.
Overall, about one-half of the refugees
entering English language training complete

. the program of instruction.

Other factors were associated with this
outcome. The percentage of full-time
teachers, the emphasis given to literacy and
the differentiation of instruction on the
basis of refugee employment statistics were
positively correlated to completion rate,
while an emphasis on reading and writing
skills had a negative relationship with
completion rate.
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ocsl service providers alsc estimated the
number of months reguired for these students
to complete the program (LE{). The 157
regpendents to this item estimated a median
of 11 months or about 6€1 instructional
hours for the “"average® refugee tc complete
an BEnglish language training program. The
majority of the responses ranged from seven
months to fifteen months. The range of
responses points to a potential problem when
the limits imposed on English language
training participants are considered. Aas
noted in a previous section, nearly all
(86.7%8) of the state coordinators responding
to the survey impose time limits on the
total length of time refugees may
participate in English language training.
Cne-fourth of the respondents impose limits
cf less than eleven months, effectively
constraining refugees' opportunity to
complete English language training

programs. When months required to complete
are compared with the type of organization
providing English language training, no
significant differences emerge. Again, a
wide variety of other program
characteristics were compared with this
outcome variable, but no clear cut
differences were found.

An overall program completion rate of 50%
was noted earlier. ILocal service providers
alsc reported the course completion rate of
students for the current term. Local
service providers report a median completion
rate of 64% in their courses, slightly
higher than the overall program completion
rate. '

The influence of a number of course
characteristics was examined on program
completion rate. Several relationships
emerged. Not surprisingly, the shorter the
total program duration, the higher the
completion rate. Furthermore, the greater
the instructional intensity in hours per
week, the higher the completion rate. This

~suggests that short~term, intensive training

programs have higher completion rates, but
it does not mean that short-term intensive
training is more effective in terms of
English proficiency lewvels actually
achieved. Other program factors are related
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to student departure rate as well. A
greater proportion of students depart from
those programs which emphasize job services
and job-specific English, while fewer
students leave programs which emphasize
literacy training. Organizationally,
commeunity colleges have significantly lower
departure rates than other service
providers. When ethnicity is used to
differentiate instruction, departure rates
increase.

Comparing or evaluating programs only in
terms of such measures of “flow through the
systen" (i.e., program completion rate and
duration) is problematic because different
programs serve distinct subpopulations of
refugees and often have varying

instructional goals. There is neither an -~

*average® refugee student nor_a standard set
of instructional goals f£of refugee English
language training programs throughout the
nation. If student characteristics and
program objectives could be held constant,
then reasonable comparisons and evaluations
could be made of programs' prrformance. As
a first attempt to do this, local service
providers estimated on the basis of their
prograns' experience, the number of
instructional hours required by each of four
prototypic refugees to achieve each of three
defined levels of language proficiency
students. Table 31 describes the four adult
refugee student prototypes and displays the
median estimate of instructional hours
required for each to achieve the various
levels of language proficiency. Although
these data are estimates, the practitioner
panel consulted about questionnaire design
felt such estimates would be the best
available means to elicit the wealth of
programs' experience in the absence of
useful "hard" data. Table 31 clearly
demonstrates the differential effect of
program goals and refugee backgrounds on the
number of instructional hours required to
achieve proficiency. For example, since the
programs cffer an average of 10.7 hours of
instruction per week, then student "A" needs
an estimated 93 weeks (1.8 years) to reach a
language level which permits independent job
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search. This compares to only 23 weeks for
student *D". Since the programs reguire an
average of 13 months tc complete, most :
students should achieve the stated levels \
within this time period, except student "A"
will not reach independent job search
proficiency.

A number of local service providers reported
that some refugees never achieve certain
levels of language proficiency, regardless
of the number of hours «f English language
training. Thirty percent of the local
providers reported that the older,
pre-literate refugee "A"™ would never achieve
a level of English proficiency sufficient
for independent job search. The ‘
ranifications of this are profound. About
118 of the U.S. refugee population falls in
the age range of this prototypical refugee.
while the degree of non-literacy for this
group &s a whole is not known, a very
substantial proportion of clder Southeast
Asian refugees entering the U.S. are not
literate. '

These time estimates are the most stable
measure of prograr performance available at
the present time. Since both refugee
characteristics and desired outcome levels
are fixed, program differernces in these
items may be of considerable interest. An
analysis was made of the effects of a
wide-range of program characteristics on the
estimated time for the prototypic refugees
to achieve proficiency sufficient for
®independent job search"--the level
ultimately required to seek and gain
employment. One statistically significant
effect is the type of organization providing
English language training, Community
college programs estimate a significantly
greater number of hours for refugee “B*, "C"
and “D* to reach an 'independenk job search”™
level cf proficiency. Vocaticnal-techpical
institutes estimate fewer hours for refugee
*p*, In addition, programs which emphasize
employment and job serwvices estimate a
greater number of hours to reach this level.
Use of bilingual personnel is also related
to a higher number of instructional hours.
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Estimates of the hours required to achieve

- the “conversational English" level are alsc

related to type of organization, with
community colleges estimating significantly
more hours for all refugee prototypes than
other types of organizations.

A few program characteristics are associated
with the number of hours required to achieve
basic "survival English". Both an emphasis

~ on employment and the use of bilingual

personnel seem to delay attainaent of this
basic proficiency level for students having
limited literacy and educational backgrounds
("A" and "B"). Differentiation of
instruction on the basis of students®
academic/vocational level is associated with
lower estimates of the hours required.
Community colleges again predict more hours
for all refugee prototypes, whereas

vocational-technical schools predicted less

hours to achieve “survival English®
proficiency.

These findings strongly suggest that the
goal and content of instruction must be
differentiated on. the basis of student
background and desired language proficiency
level. An emphasis upon employment too
early in the instructional sequence appears
to be counter~productive, as does the use of
bilingual personnel. Purthermore, community
collegas appear to be less efficient when
the purpose of English language training is
to move students from the conversational
level of English to the independent job
search level, whereas Vo-~tech schools do a
better job at this level. This finding
seems reasonable since vocational schools
are more employment-oriented and community
college programs tend to be more oriented
towards thorough mastery of‘Fkills.

When a program's reported instructional
costs per student hour are multiplied by
their estimates of instructional hours
required, costs for various students to
reach each proficiency level can be
estimated. These estimated costs also vary
dramatically, as shown in Table 32, in which
median estimated costs (over programs) are
displayed.
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Tabis 32
AEDIAR COST PER STUDENT® TO ACHIEVE WARIGUS LEVELS OF EMGLISN LANGUAGE MROFICIENCY

BELISN MOFICIECY LEVEL

Car carry ot simple
*Sarvival® (e.g., can take convarsations In English
the Sus, Count uoney, got on several topice with

Can ook for
s job on N/

~ Ip in fes intances her_own

{a) & 13 a S50-3e0r o1d wamir from

& preifterate growp, who com

to the U.S. in 1980, after

WSIng three yoars in ¢

rafugee camp. She Gees not

read or wite in her owm or

any other lanquage, and doss .
net spok any dut Mer mative $540 ) $1,095
Tanguage. She wat & farmer

$r hor country, and Aagrican
cuvitwre ¢s totally maw to

her. e has a Tarye family

and, outside ESL clss, M3

fow contacts with English

sptakers.

§2,528

()

$. {5 2 I5-year c7d man who -
Tived I8 rural arec  n M3

Coumtry whore he wit = black-

smith. WNe sometimes troded

with othar growps, 3ad learmed

to speak ancther Tanguage within

Nhis native country. he has

wiver dasn to schooi, but he $360 $ 75
lsawad to redd 2 1ittie of the

national Tanguage, dhich does

w0t have 2 Roman alphabet. In

the refugee campe, Ris friends

taught Rim to redd and writs 2

T42tie DIt Im his ow Tanguage.

$1.31

{c)

K. i3 ¢ 26-yoir-01d aan who Came

hre in HEC fram & mediom-si2ed

city. MNe was 2 radio operator

fn the afiftary. Ne went to school

for 4 years, wwre M Tearmed to

resd and weite fn Az own TaaQuage. $140 § &3
Sefore he camé to the LS., K.

stustad Engtish for 12 weeks in &

refogee casp, DUt AR Mas mever

studiad any other second 1anguage.

(¢}

S. 15 & 30-yeur-0id pan who cam

heve in 1980. In Ais coustry, Me

hat nine yuars of sducation. We

ror & am:!! busingss ix the capits’

city there. fResides being abdie tc

reid and write fn Ris matice $106 $ R0
language, S. fpasks another

trade Tanguage of his ares. S.

studted English for 12 weeks defore

caming havre.

oCost par student fnstructionsl hour x estimited maber of fnstructions] hours
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Only one program characteristic is related
to differences in these costs ameng
programs. Estimated community colleges'
COsts are greater than those of other
organizations for refugee "A® to reach
®*conversational® level and for :efugee rc*
to reach 'su:vxval' levul.

Local gervice p:ovi&e:s were asked to
indicate reasons for student departures from
their English language training program
(LFZ) . The mean percentage of students
leaving the program during or at the
conclusiocn of the term was 308. Table 33
summarizes the various reasons for their
departures.

Table 33
REASOHS FOR STUDENT DEPARTURES
(n = 174)
Mean Percent of

Reason . Students Leaving
Exployment . 31%
Completed Program 25%
- Moved Away 218
Enrolled in Vocational Training 12%
Enrolled in Academic Program 8%

Of particular note in Table 32 is that the .
major reasons given for student departure
are primarily desirable ocutcomes—-
employment, program completion and
continuing education.

Although the analyses thus far have
identifed program characteristics directly
associated with program outcomes, it should
also be noted that several important _
characteristics appear not to influence
outcomes. For example, program size -
apparently does not make a difference.
Furthermore, a program's clientele mix and
range of services does not directly
influence refugee program completion. The
number of refugee services offered to
refugees, the percentage of cliencele who

are refugees and the FY 82 enrcllment of the

programs do not significantly differentiate
program outcome variables.
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The fatt that community colleges tend to
predict a greater number of hours for
refugees to achieve language proficiency may
be due to a number of other related factors,
such as experience with language training,
academic orientation of program, length of
term or desire to maintain student FTE.
Additicnal data are needed to determine the
specific factors underlying these results.

Correlations between various general prograam
characteristics and cutcomes were examinec.
Two characteristics emerged as being
positively related to program outcomes.
Pirst, the percentage of full-time teachers
is positively correlated with student
completion rate. Second, the number of
ingtructional hours per week is also
positively related to student completion
rate. One student characteristic is also
strongly related to program outcomes. The
percentage of students unemployed was
correlated with the percentage of students
completing the program—-the greater the
percentage unemployed, the greater the
completion rate.

Thus, program completion rate is higher when
‘ instructiconal intensity is high, full-time

‘teachers are used and students are not

ployed. Instructional intensity would
seem to be a predictable outcome. Full-time
teachers would more likely be certified,
with educational training, thereby
reflecting instructional quality. Student
employment status probably relates to
access, opportunity and a greater desire to
complete the progran.

‘3. What program characteristics Respondents' opinions were ~ought concerning
are perceived to be related their perceptions of factor:s related to
to program performance? program quality and performance. Both state
agencies (SG2/3) and local service providers
(IJ1/2} were asked to suggest factors which
promote and inhibit the success of refugee
English language training programs.

State agencies and local service providers
identified a number of factors related to
the high quality of instruction:

Commonly Mentioned Factors

o Use of trained and certified teachers who

are culturally sensitive, motivated and
caring.

Q 70 =)
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Intensive ongoing program which
emphasizes survival skills, employment
and basic verbal skills.

Differentiated instruction for
literate/preliterate students.

Bighly coordinated services integrated
with exployment and case management.

Motivation of student to ettend. )

Plexidble use of a varxety of methods and
materials.

High intensity programs requiring student
use of Englisk.

Available child care, transportation and
bilingual aides.

Other Factors Mentioned

Low student-teacher ratio.
Well-defined scope of learning cbjectives.

Invalvanent of sponsors and outside
agencies.

Use of refugees as role models and
volunteers.

Administrative support.
Adeguate, stable funding.

Orientation of the refugee to the need
for English.

Good assessment and placement methods.

Not surprisingly, the most common factor
mentioned by the two groups is the quality and
sensitivity of the teacher. Teacher training,

R experience and attitude are considered to be

the single most commen factor which

contributes to the success of refugee English
language training. Therefore, those actions:

which can influence the quality and contznuztg

of staff will benefit the programs.

7?kf
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é. What program improvemsent
efforts have been

implemented?

Renewal efforts enhance the quality and
effactiveness of progranms, their staff and
instructional practices. A variety of renewal
strategies are being used with ORR-funded
English language training programs, including
technical assistance, staff development and
inter-program coordinatiocn. '

Regional offices identified the specific kinds
of technical assistance which haéd been sought
from their cgency (RA3}. The eight regional
respondents received a total of 214 reqguests
for assisiance in the past vear, primarily for
ingtructional materials, staff inservice
training, curriculum design and bilingual
assistance. The primary responses to the
regional offices have been to refer such
requests to the Center for Applied Linguistics
(408 of the requests) and to provide |
assistance directly (21% of the reguests).

Local service providers identified the areas
in which they sought technical assistance and
the sources from which it was received (LDS).
About two-thirds (65%8) of the 221 respondents
reguested technical assistance of one form or
another. 1In all, 6l1 requests were made, of
which 88% were met. Table 34 displays the
types of technical assistance sought, while
Table 35 summarizes the scurces from which
assistance was received. The tables also
display the proportion of requests for
assistance which were fulfilled.

Gy

72



Table 34

RANK ORDER OF TECHENICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDS _ ,

{(n = 142}
KNeed Requested Nugber of Requests § of Requests $ Mot
. A
Instructional 159 268 943
materials
Staff inservice 122 208 89%
training
Curriculum 109 18% 87% Rl
design ‘ -
) Ay
tudent assessment 85 / 148 508 )
Bilingual assistance 58 /// 93 84%
Grant writing 52 ; 9% 83%
S
Other 26 // 43 928
/
Table 35
RANK ORDER OF SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE SOUGHT BY LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS
: (n = 142)
Sources Sought Number ©f Requests . % of Requests § Met
Center for Applied 187 31% 87%
Linguistics
Other local service 146 24% 818
providers '
State ORR agency 131 218 ————
Other agencies . 100 16% 87%
ORR regicnal office | §7 8% 77%

The majority of the requests for assistance
are related to instruction-=about one-fourth
(268) of the requests were for help with
instructional materials, one-fifth (20%) for
staff development, nearly one-fifth (18%)
for curriculum development and fourteen
percent for student assessuent.
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Local programs' need for assistance is
 certainly expressed in these data.
Fortunately, in the vast majority of cases,
these needs were met (88%)}. The Center for
Applied Linguistics was the agency sought in
~ thirty-cne percent of the reguests,
primarily in the areas of curriculum and
instruction. Their “track record" was
exceptional--87¢ of the requests for
assistance were fulfilied, as reported by
local service providers across the country.

Interestingly enough, other local service
providers are the second most common source
for technical assistance, being sought in
nearly one-fourth (24%) of the requests,
primarily in the areas of student assessment
and instructional materials. Nearly all

fulfilled. Help from the state
coordinator's office was sought in more than
one-fifth (218) of the requests and
fulfilled in nearly every (90%) instance.
Assistance from the ORR regional office was
sought in only 8% of the cases, but this
agency might more appropriately provide
assigstance through other agencies.

" State coordinators were also asked to i
describe requests they received for
technica. assistance from local service
providers in the past year (SE4). Th: 30
respondents received an average of 11 :
requests. The areas in which assistance wvas
sought and received are summarized in Table
36.

Table 36

REQUESTS RECEIVED BY STATE COORDINATORS FOR
TECENICAL ASSISTANCE FROM LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

{n = 30}

Percent of States
Area of Need Receiving Requests
staff inservice . 47%
Instructional materials 44%
Curriculum design 42%
Student assessment 39%
Application preparation 22%
Bilingual assistance isg
Other 1is

~

N
0y
N

e e . i e 1 ALY~ N e e tnewm n pefm meave T % w wmma e e b mmtese bt tecs

(91%) requests of other local providers were
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Like the local service providers, the state
coordinators report that the most common
needs for technical assistance are in the
areas of staff development, curriculum and
instruction, and student assessment.
Requests received by the state cocordinator
were either handled directly by the state
office or referred to CAL or other local
service providers.

Exactly half of the states responding (508)
reported use of ORR funds to provide
technical assistance. Nc state reported
receiving any requests for assistance which
went unfulfilled. A great deal of technical
assistance is being requested and, more
importantly, is being received. This
suggests that local sezvice providers
recognize the need for rrogzam improvement

~and steps are being taken to increase the
. quality of English language scaining

prograns,

Stafg‘inserviqe training is an area where
technical assistance is commonly sought by
local serviie p™viders. Indeed, 828 of the
local service providers identified specific
staff development needs for their progranms
(LD4). To meet these needs, 568 and 438 of
the programc used ORR funds in FY 1981 and
FY 1982 respectively, to support staff
development. The reduction in this
proportion is alarming, since it may reflect
a2 reduction in the availability of inservice
trairing for program improvemeat.

A vast array of staff development needs were
voiced concerning curriculum and
instruction. The most common needs
identified hy service providers, in order,
weres:

1. ESL theory and approaches

2. Student assessment

3.. Qurriculum matarials

4. Cross-cultural awareness

S. Instructional methods for preliterates

.6. Wecational, prevocational and survival

skilills materials

7. Specific instructionzl methods,

including literacv training,
pronunciation, individualization, .
motivation, centralization, oral/aural

8. Use of aides and volunteers .

$
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local providers seek staff inservice
training from a variety of sources (LDS).
Table 37 lists the maior sources of staff
training used by the local programs.
Self-training is the most common soutce of
staff development. More than half of the
prograns seek assistance from state
agencies, two~fifths from local colleges,
universities and professional associations,
and one~thizrd from the Center for Applied
Linguistics. Only 3% of the respondents
indicated that no training is being provided
at all.

Table 37 i

SOURCES OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT TRAINING
USED BY LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

L

Source of Staff Training

(n = 220)

Percent of Programs Using Source

In-house staff 77.7%
State agencies 53.2%
Professional associations - 41.8%
Center for Applied Linguistics’ 30.9%
Area colleges and unriversities 39.1%
Regional agencies - : 13.5%
Other souzce 12.7%

T™he pattern of staff development activities
again suggests that essentially all local
service providers are engaged in rernewal

efforts of one form or ancther. HBHowever,
fewer programs are devoting ORR funds to
these efforts.

Previous analyses identified program \
coordination and linkage as one of four
major factors differentiating English
language training programs. In open-ended
questions, state and local providers also
mentioned often the degree of coordination
with community and employment services as a
key factor in the success of refugee English
language training.

Kinety-four percent (948) of the state
cocordinators responding to the survey
indicated that refugee consortiums or forums

¥ 5\£
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operate in their states (SFl}. The state ,
level survey alsc inquired about the degree
_ of coordination between English language

® training and other service agencies (SF2).

| Table 38 summarizes the degree of service
coordination perceived by responding state
coordinators and the percentage of states
which require linkage as a matter of policy.

@ Table 38

DEGREE OF COORDINATION PERCEIVED AND REQUIRED BETWEEN
ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING AND OTEER SERVICES

Percent of States

@ " Reporting "Close"
or “Very Close" Percent of States
Services n Coordination Requiring Linkage
Welfare/cash assistance 32 69% 443
¢ ‘ Health care 36 39% 63
N Job placement ' 34 85% 32%
\ Vocational training 34 65%¢ 188
Counseling/mental health 33 24% 38
@ ‘ i Percent of States
» Reporting "Close"
or “"Very Close" Percent of States
Agencies n Coordination Requiring Linkage
o Private industrial council< 33 248 -
' CETA 35 348 -
Job Corps 35 23% —
MAAS - 34 38% - 3%
Local cultural centers 31 13g -
Church groups 36 19% -
¢ volags 35 71% 3%

In general, most states do not require
linkages among services and agencies as a
matter of policy. Welfare and job placement
services are the two areas where linkage is
¢ mandated bv about one-third of the state
coordinators responding. In terms of
perceived coordination among services,
welfare, job placement and vocational
training were most frequently reported to
have close linkages with English language
@ training. ~
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Close ties between English language training

and other specific agencies were less

frequently reported. CETA and mutual :
assistance agencies (MAAs} have the most ¢
frequently reported linkages with refugee

English language training. "

At the local level, a parallel set of ' |
questions (LEl) inquired about the degree of | o
coordination with other services and q'
agencies. Table 39 summarizes the local : S
service providers' reports of "close®™ or , v
*very close® linkages with other services
and agencies.

]
e

Table 3%

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' PERCEPTIONS OF COCRDINATION LINKAGES
BETWEEN TEEIR ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAM &
AND OTHER SERVICES AND AGENCIES

Percent Describing Linkage as

Services n "Close™ or "Verv Close” @
welfare/cash assistance 214 50%
Health care 215 418
"Job placement 215 63% \
Vocational training 216 54% '
Counseling/mental health 208 {, , 38% @
Percent Describing Linkage as |
Agencies n "Close" or “Very Close”
Private industrial councils 176 i3
CETA 208 708 ~
Job Corps 188 13% @
MAAsS 158 27%
Iocal cultural centers 180 23%
Church groups ‘ < 209 48%
Volags 188 55%
o
@
5o
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At the local level, job placement,
vocational training and welfare services are
most frequently linked closely with local
English language training programs. ILocal
service providers report closer linkage with
refugee~centered agencies--MAAs, local
cultural centers, church groups and
Volaga--than the state coordinators report.

Although many local programs did report

' close linkages, it should alsc be noted that

a substantial proportion of local service
providers reported the copposite. For
example, although 63% of the programs report
close or very close linkages with job

plarement services, 37% did not. Similarly,

half of the respondents did not report

-linkages with welfare or vocational training

as being “close" or "very close.”
N

The open-éﬁde& conpents of state

coordinators and local service providers
offars additional evidence about the
importance of service coordination in
refugee English language training programs.
Nore than 15% OFf the ldcal service providers
and 20% cf the state coordinator offices
specifically noted the availability,
integration and coordination of support
services and agency linkages as being a key
factor to the success of these programns.
Thus, the value of these linkages is
recognized at the provider level as an
avenue to program gervice improvement, but
is far from being implemented across all
programs, - 1
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QONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of the survey was to provide information about the
extent, nature and effect of the English language training supported by
the U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement. Beyond the knowledge base which
the survey results p:cvide; the findings suggest avenues for program
improvement. In this secticn, §ene conclusions are drawn and
recommendations are offered for enhancing the quality of refugee English

!

language training. Since the survey is only the first phase of the

overall Study of Refugee English Language Training, many findings are not

yet conclusive but await further evidence being ccllected in subsequent

phases of this study.

Suggestions are grouped for four audiences: local service providers,

state Tavel administrative agencies, national policy-makers and
organizations engaged in continuing research and evaluation efforts.

A. Local'Proyiders of Refugee English Language Training

At least 327 local agencies provide refugee English language training ,
|

using ORR funds in FY 82, These prograas served an estimated 149,890 {

|
i

refugees in FY 82, down“roughly ten thousand refugees from the previous
year. About one-fourth of these programs have imposed waiting lists to
limit entry of refugees into English language training. This suggests
that programs are largely functioning at or near an optimum level, i.e.,
enrollment is expanding to fill available courss offerings. For example,

if no waiting lists existed, it could mean that “oo many programs were

i
1

)
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available. Results indicate that waiting lists are about ten percent of
the total adult refugee enrollment and that nearly one-third of the
refugee students enroll in school within six months of arrival. This
suggests that refugee adults are indeed gaining access to English language
training.

For the most part, local service grovide:s are experienced and were
engaged in English language training prior to special refugee funding, but
the majority (608) of these programs now serve primarily refugee
populations. In fact, 428 of the programs serve refugees exclusively.
These results suggest that lacél service providers have made a commitment
to serve a significant adult learner population in the nation.

The issues facing local service providers primarily concern the
quality of English language training which can be provided for refugees.
The survey data suggest a numbe; of positive steps which might be taken by

local service providers to enhance refugee English language training:

1. Emphasize the use of qualified, full-time teachers. In this case,

qualified means not only certified with formal training in teaching

English to non-native speakers, but alsoc having experience with and

sensitivity toward culturally-different peoples.

The use of existing but ungualified full-time staff for teaching

English to refugees must be avcided whenevef possible. Similarly,
reliance on experienced but part-time teachers should be minimized.
There are clearly budget and personnel constraints on implementing

these suggestions, and more resources and stability in the funding



3. Purther di!ferentiate‘levgls of instruction. TIrograms have tended to

environsent are needed to facilitate this. 1In any case, staff
qualifications must be the primary consideration in the

implementation of English language t:afning.

Design-highnintensity instructional programs. Program completion

rates are associated with the number of instructional hours offered

per week. As with the use of full-time, qualified staff, it seems

reasonable that the intensity of inatructiqn should be positively

related to learning.

offer more parallel sec:ions of fewer courses rather than to
differentiate course levels. Although this may increase
accessihility to some degree, it decreases a program’s responsiveness

to differing refugee student needs. Differentiation of instruction

is pa::icularly important for tailoring classes to both literate and

preliterate groups--a very common situation today. Furthermore, the
relative ¢aphasis given to survival English, omployment-related

English and literac’ needs to be differentiated across course levels.

Promote goal-directed instruction. One difficulty which local

service providers commonly encounter is that of defining pu:ﬁbses and
expectations for their courses of instruction. Although it is easy
to define an overall goal of English language proficiency which leads
to employment and self-sufficiency, it is more useful to delineate
specific learner cutcomes for each course offering. In defining such

outcomes, yreater program continufty and purpose can be assured.

e ate bawe € 1wt awh ettt A4 w1 (kR iR he imeghE aPWE SR f s saatide e



R
e

5.

6.

7.

Focus on program ocutcomes and success. The survey findings indicate
that local service providers tend to be more oriented to the process
cf English language t:aininé than to the aséessment of student
outcones and program efteetiveness._ This is iﬁ part due to the
limited state of the art in language proficiency assessment, but also
reflects the absenge oflgoal-di:ecté& instruction. If programs focus
on success, it willjbs easier for them to document their
effectiveness and juscify their services.

\ .
\\ N

Continue program renewal efforts. Staff development, technical

assistance and inter-program coordination all represent methods being
used for the ongoing improvement of program performance. These
efforts not only enhance instructional practices, but also provide

incentives for staff leadership and creativity.

Continue to develop and share guidelines and standards for English

language training. A good deal of experimentation, development and

- innovation has occured at the local level. Bowever, these

developmental activities toco often have taken place in isolation:

curriculum materials, staff development activities and student
assessment procedures are designed over and cver again independently
in individual classrooms and programs. Practices should be tested
and shared through professional associations and other practitioner

networks.
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B. State Agencies which Administer and Coordinate Refugee English
Lanquage Training. ,

Office of Refugee Resettlement social service funds are aw@:ded to
local service providers through purc;:hase of service contracts with the 52
state refugee cocrdination cfﬁces.‘;/ These state coordinators establish
policies’_ and guidelines for pregram funding and operations, monitor
progras compliance and‘pcrf.omam:e, and provide technical assistance and
coordination across local programs. Issues facing state coordinators
" Py concern the efficiency of English language training for refugees. The
survey £indings offez several suggestions for enhancing :efugee. prograns

at the gtate level:

1. Institute program monitorina procedures which focus on program

¥ outcomes and student progress. Although most state coordinators

;. monitor local programs for fiscal, compliance and technical
asgistance matters, few direct their attention to the assessment of
program impact. Without procedures for measuring program

@ effectiveness, it is difficult tc determine which programs and

practices are most efficient.

® 2. Continue technical assistance activities which promote program ~

imprcvement' and coordination of services., Most state éocrdinators
pzovidef technical assistance of one form or another to local service

@ providers. Continued leadership in individual problem-solving and
group program development activities will heip to enhance the

efficiency of English language training program ope:ations.
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3. Establish priorities and objectives for refugee English language

training. Purchase of service contracts could be tied to specific
program objectives, with outcome measures for assessing program
performance and impact. The characteristics, number and distribution
of refugees to be served can be accounted for as part of the
cbjective, thereby controlling for differential rates of language
acquisition. PFunding formulas could be based upon these objectives.
Limited funds, combined with refugees which have a multiplicity of
educational needs, provide further justification for establishing
service priorities with clearly defined outcome expectations which

can be directly measured.

4. Establish long-term relationships with local service providers to

enhance program stability and continuity. If local service providers

are going to establish and operate effective English language
training for refugees, more program stability is necessary. Policies
and procedures which encourage ongoing institutional relationships

are needed to provide this continuity.

c. National Policy-makers who Deal With Refugee Resettlement.

Roughly 43% of the ORR social service dollar in FY 82 was spent
directly on refugee English language training. This finding is consistent
with previous studies which have found that about 508 of all allocations
to states support refugee programs which provide English language training

and/or employment services exclusively.®* ORR social service funds do

*Refugee Resettlement Program: A Report to Congress, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, January 31, 1882.
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allow for a wide range of other sécrvices directed toward refugee
resettliement and self-sufficiency. Thereéore, an ongoing issue ig the
relative service aix of English language training, employment services and
other allowable support services. The issue of se:#iee priority for
advancing :efugees'Aeeonnnic self-gufficiency is the ongoing concern of
national policy-makers.

Survey results indicate that refugees are gaining access to English
language training within a few months of arrival. Purther, the majority
of the refugees move successfully through and complete the English
language training program. The survey was not designed to link the
effects of training with employment services, employment and
self-sufficiency. Therefcre, the findings cannot determine the direct
effects of English language training on refugee econcmic
self-sufficiency. This question will ke considered by subsequent
research, including later phases of the current study. However, the
survey findings can address a number of issues directly related to the

quality of English language training opportunities for refugees.

1. Ihe uiiice of Refugee Resettlement sponsors a substantial amount of

Egglish laggggge trainiqgrfcr refugees, which is further supplemented

by funds from other sources. ORR-funded English language training

prograns served an estimated 149,890 refugees with $29,201,062 in
funds. This represents a cost of only about $200 per refugee
served. 1In addition, ORR-funded programs expended about $23,059,569
from non—ORR sources for refugee English language training.
Furthérmo:e, the survey did not include English language training

‘programs which are not supported by ORR. Thus, a major portion of
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2.

refuges English language training funds come from other sources, such
as adult basic education monies. This éugges:s that both the
national enrollment and expenditure figures cited underestimate the

total English language training provided to adult éefugees.

‘\\
Although both enrollment in and spendin§ on refugee Bnglish language
training declined somewhat from FY 81 ui FY 82, refugee immigration
to the United States declined slightly égrxng this period, as well.

Overall, English language training sezvid@s have continued to be

available to refigees as they arrive. \

Federal resources should continue to support technical assistance
\ .

1

services and information which benefit local service providers.

Technical assistance is a common form of prég:am improvement
activity, along with staff development. Th;’Center for Applied
Linguistics has been the most common source qf requests for technical
assistance and successfully fulifilled 87% af‘fhese requests. These
technical assistance activities enabled Engliéh language training
programs to expand their curriculum mate:ials.ainservice training and
student assessment stratcgies. As a natiocnal ?ente:. it performed
more than the function of technical assistance. It also acted as a
clearinghouse for both need-serving and innovaéive practices, thereby
reducing duplication of effort and promoting thé use of promising

practices. Renewed support for such activities will directly benefit

English language training of refugees.
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3. The continuity of English language :;training progzam services should
. be encouraged at the federal level‘. Fluctuations in funding levels
¢ and cycles have made it difficult for local service providers to
establish and operate stable and effective English language training
. programs. Ongoing institutional relationships ‘between funding and
T. provider agencies should be promoted to provide a more stable base
for English.languaqe training services for refugees. .
X : "
f D. Organizations Engaged in Continuing Research and Evaluation Efforts
As part of ORR's ongoing effort to gain‘ infpmation about the
effectiveness of services and the process of refugee adjustment, ORR has
e funded a number of studies over the past two years, in addition to the
| present cne. The survey results sﬁggest a need £or continued resaarch and
; development in refugee English language training:
® . A
1. Continue research and F;ievelopment efforts to articulate instructional
| objectives and their associated instructicnal materials and
A perfocmance measures. Although numerous commercial materials are
starting o appear, both curriculum and student assesswment materials
| remain limited. This limitation is in part due to an absence of a
° defined scope and sequence of language skills which are appropriate
for refugee English language training. P:eliﬁeza:e refugees pose a
~‘ particular problem in this regard. |
¢
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2. Furthor explore the specific relationship between general English %
language instruction and enployment-related language instruction, as |

‘ e

they influence refugee participation and progress in English language . g

*

training programs. The two instructional goals appear to create

ey

) “interference ¢  tding upon the instructional level of the student. f |
| '» @
For example, survey results suggest that an emphasis upon employment ‘F.
e tco early in the ;natructiami "aequence may be counter-productive.
3. Further egloze the manner in which the crganxzatmna \ .
eha:acteristics of the local service provider influences Englxsh  ,»
. -
language trainix%g_grog:m cost, focus and Ezformance. English
L 3
language training programs offered by comwunity eolleqes seem to
diffqg from those provided by other organizations..
| o @
4. Determine the effect of instructional differentiation on refugee :
participation and performance. More information-is needed regarding
the relative affects of programs which havé\ several locations and : o
schedules of offerings to enhance refugee participation, as opposed
to those programs which promote a greater diversification of ‘
T T o
instructional content to enhance refugee learning. ‘_.'
Y ¥
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Forn Approvad
. ONB Wo. 0960-0273
Expires 93082

Survey of English Language ’rrdaiag Progrins
for Rafugeas
Providad Through the U.S. OfZice of Mefugee Rasettlsment

local Sexvice Provider's
Qqcsticmin

The U.5. Office of Refugee Resettlemsant has contracted with the mhmst-

‘Regional Rducstional laboratory to undertake & study of the axtent,

nature and quality of English language training heing provided. for
refugees through the refuged resattiemant program. As part of this
atudy, all ORR Regional Offices, State Coordinators, and ORR-funded losal
sarvice providers aye being surveysd to learn mors about the extent,
coats, quality and effocts of Engifah language trafning. It is hoped
that the collection and analysis of such information will help the ORR
and ESL practitionurs establish useful standacds for training. In order
to gather complete and accurate information, it is important that each

Xoaxpmgrucqlcummmm

Subsequant parts of thiz FProject’sz work, will be particulerly concernad
with Southeast Asiasn refugee adults wvho have recently crrived with little
prior exposure to English, Western Culture or formal classrocs
Snstruction. Infarmation collected in this Profect will help {Gentify
succassful models and practioces in English language training for this
population.

The survey consists of tean ssctions which desi with the following major
topices (A} The Characteristics of Your Institution, (B! The Costs of
Rafugee English lanquage Training, (€} Characteristics of the Mafugee
Student, (D) Program Staff Charactaristics, (X) Characteristics of the
Instructional Program, (F! The Kature of Btudent Departures From the
Program, (G} Assesmsant of Student Placemsnt and Progress, (;: Linkage
Ascng English lénguage Training snd Other Rafuges Sexvices, (I}
Developing Standards and Isproving Programs, and (J) Suocessful Programs
for Southeast Asian Refugees. Nost questions ase muitipls choice to aid
in your compietion af the survey. In campleting the survey, plocse
comder witd eny iodividudis you dwes oeckdisdsy.

If you have any guestions, please do not hasitate to cril Steve Reder,
Steve Nalason, or Judy Arter toll free at I-300-547=633% or, im Creguan,
call collect at 248-6800. Thank you for your time in aasisting us with
this Project.

Yor puiroeas of thia survey, the tarw
"refuges” will refer to those iadivideals |
inciuded in the Mefugee Act of IS9C am
well as Baitian and Cuban eatrants.

. &
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Position
Progran |
Telephone No.
City

County

State

Information identifying you and your institution are being asked on
this page sc that we may-conduct necassary follow=up activities. Qur
office will physicslly remove this page frox the balance of the
survey so that the confidentiality of your responses can be ensuced.
Your responses to this surwey will not bs released in such & way that
would {dentify your particular progriam without your consent.
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A. The Characteristics of Your Institution. In this section, information
iz sought about the location, function and nature of ORR-sipported
_sgencies and institutions which provide Snglish language tni.ning ) s
services to refugees. ‘

1. .At shat locations doss your o:qmia;.ten provide tngxhﬁ ianguage
training for refugees? (.-}

. [ vprimary location only

D Primazy iccation and/or . additicnal sites
Humber

t i{s the nature of your organization? () . ' n:

wWha

D Community college Private for profit T
Vocational- ‘ o o ‘g

] technical sehool Church T3

Secondary~scheol adult

D aducation program Sesesttiement agency

D Other public aysnoy

Voluntary agsncy ¢ {Specify)

Mitual assistance association

ODoooo

Other organization
{Specify)
" C g

w— . Y

Other 'punn nonprofit , «h

N I

2




3. Conaidaring your sntire clientele and overall purpose, what primary

LT3

5.

services doss your organization provide? (Check &il that apply)
X ° . B .

[T academsc preparation ] cultural orientation
[} vocational training Language training
Spiritual or religious

D ’ Testing & placemant services . guidance

D Hedicali ssrvices Adult basic education

0ooaog

D Counseling Resettleaent services

Other

D Job placement services D

What parcentage of ym;r_clicnteh are refugess?

Current Same Terx last Year
s ' )

Did your institution provide English language training prior to the
availability of funds designated for refugees? ( )

No ] ves ' ‘ o
(PROCEED TO

QUESTION #6) {b} .If yvas, has your institution continued to

serve this previous target populution? (]

D Yes ‘ Bﬂo_

{c} If ves, how would you say that the
initistion of the Tunding designated for
refuges language training has affected the
quality of your overall Ingiish lanquage
txaining program? ('}

[ mbancea {TJ vo mefect

O oetrictea [L] Don't Xnow

iv ]

bR
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[T S
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6. Indicate each uxvie: which youg orq&nzatmn has p.mvidcé for aduit
refugses during the current and precading fedaral fiscal yn:. {Chack
all that mng)

3 0 3 F FrY 82

{a) Orisntsation -
(b) XL
{c) Health cares provision or veferral
{8) Transportation
(e) Interpretation/ tmistioﬁ
(£} Child care
- (g) Legal
{h} Prevocational training
(&) Vocational training
{4} Sob placemsnt
{k} Carear counssling

{1) NMental health counseling

‘? L ’{g»‘l ,ﬁi Cretag "4-‘},;:‘7-;

{m} mtmch{n{unz

{n} Home management

e

(o) Housing referral
{p)} Socizl adjustment
{g¢} iIntake and assesmment

{r) Sponsor training

(s} Other

O
O
0
g
D .
=
=
O
o
ul ;
o
O
0
O
0
o
O
O
O
0

00o0o0oooooooooooono

{¢) Other

Q | R 163




Considering the services which you have soted above, THE
BALANCE OF THE SURVEY IS SOLELY CONCRRNED WITH Inglish
language training for rsfuges adulits. Yor the remainder of
the survey, "English language training™ mesiix all those
services and programs which suphasize the {nstruction of the
English language. For example, such services could include
English as a second language, wocational English as a second
language, vocational ans pravocational ecucation, as well as
those guidante and suWport services which are an integral

. part of such instruction, FOR!THE REMATNDER OF THE SURVEY,
PLEASE CONSIDER ALL ACTIVITIES WHICH MEXT THE ABOWE | .
DEFINITION AS YOUR ENTIRE "ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING T
PROGRAN . " ' ‘ .

e

i
Sl

,A

%

ey g e W

A W B

WA

.

-
ty d e 4 i“ 5"‘
adk g 5

i
A

J "?:‘;&;%w'i";l:””5“-‘%; ad r‘jfa

F
LR S

i




Be The Custa of Xefuces Inglizh Language Training. 2Im thix section,
infomation is collected about the various sourcesx of funds for
Ingiish language training of rafuges adults, a5 wall as the nature of
the costs of the programs. ' ’ .

- €

1. What proportion of the total funds recaived for providing your English .ih
language training program is expended for: (a) Jdirect instructionsl i
costs, (b} spacial support service to students, and (¢ adrinistrative
or cther {nstysutional costs in the current and Preceding fiscal ysars?

e

Faderal 4

Fedaral Piacal Year - %

Piscal Year 1882 ‘
1981 {Estimate)

(a) Direct Instructional Costs ‘ R
{instructionsl staff, materials = \J ] ' N
facilities & eguipment) . :

W

(b} Special Support Servica Costs .
{counseling, placenent statf, \J \
tranapertation, etl. ) ‘

(c) Administrative Costs
(adminigtrative pergonnel, : ] %
indirect costs, etc.} .

TOTAL 100% 1008 I
_,//_.f;
//
/ )
. &« What is your cost per student instructional hour of Xnglish languaga / ",
trasning for refugee students?
Y 8 $ per hour
PFY 82 $ per hour

{Eatimated)

3. What is the total amount of funds receivaed fzrom the Office of Refugee
Assettiomant for your English language training pwogram in the current
and preceding federal fiscal year?

*Y §1: §

mey 82 ¢
{Xstimated for full yesr)
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48. Were other sourcas of furds uned to supplsaant your CRR-supported
Engiish Janguage treining progran for refugse adults ciring federal
£iscal years 1981 oy 19827 (W)

DN | 0 » [ ves

{PROCEED 1O

Sk G Hr enig
T :

SECTIWN ) (b} &ha: othey sources of funds were/are used in
FFY 81 and FrY 822 (Chack all that &pply)
Source ) T 8l Fry 82 7;--

Tederal/CETA ]

.
PADs 4 SRR
Lt J%,.' R

P R

fedezal/Job Coips

N

federal/Ctimz (Specify)

’;:ii:

u@\ it

State/ABY

DOooono
oonoonoan

\
State/other (Specify) ' K%
Private R
. Your organizestion's R
‘ general funds §
Local Sn-kind \ - 3
{c) Approximately what proportion of funds
supporting your Inglish language training _ R
progran !q:)ﬁ refuges adults fs NOT from ORR ¥
in the cu:/:vn: And pracesding fiscal yu_r? e
FFY 81 Dercant Non=ORR . : .o »
‘ PPY 82 Fercent Non-CRR s %
{Eatimated) 4
- ) R
. %

' 6
Q 106’
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C. Characteristics of the Refuzee Studsht. TAis sétion is concernad ' :
VIth the Xelugee acuit um§' by vour Inglish lLamguage training “

projras as dxfined on page 4 of this guestionnaire. =
1. Hhat §s the total enrolimsat of refugee aduit stusents in your English
language training program during the preceding federal fiecal year and e
eatimated for the current fedexal fisca) vax? (Count a stadent morae
than once if snrolled for mors than one term)
Total FFY 81 Rarolisent | " o g
Total FF¥ 82 Esiimated Enroiiment ' -

2. How miny tefugee stucents were in attendancs in your Enqglish language
trairing progras the week of Narch 2, i%.l and the wesk of R
Narch 1, 198272 ‘ ‘ S

Attendance the vaek of March 2, 1981

*tendance the wvesek of Marxrch 1, 13982 e e e
3a. Is student eligibility for admissions to your refuyee Engliish language w
craining progras pricritizad? ’1
\ . 3
%o (] ves | | - -
{ PROCEED TO | : -
QUESTION €4) (b} Check each cateqory having high priority L

and specify any eritgris.

‘ Oy

Rew arrivals

Daployment status

v
\\ -

Fead of houseold L

iouu\holé sixzs
Eligibility for pmblic assistance

Cthar {dpecify!

Othay (Specify;

- 1 ‘ -
§ 4 . 0? : | C
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To what extent are sach of the following characteristics used for

.differantiating the nature or level of English language .numctiun

Tl B

for individual refuges ztudents enrclled in your ptoqun? {Check one
column for each ctux&ct.-:ht;c) . .
Not  }Slightly [Hoderately] Very
‘Student Characteristics [Considered |Important i JImportant isportant
{a} Literacy -
(d) Age b — i
{c) Echnicity - o
{d) Sex
(@) Employment status
T
(£} Academic/vocational N
| level -

{g) Preasent level of

English

!
{n} other (Spacify) N

S e

is there currently a waiting iist of refugees for entry into your
English language training p:ogﬂn?

0 w

{PROCXED '1’0

D Yes

QUESTION #5) {b)

On the avarage, how long must students wait

before being enrolled into the Program?

weks

ic) PFor the week of Narch 1, 1982, how many
students were on tha waiting i1iat?

students

b,
]
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S §. Is your currant Inglish language training progras designed for or

. particularly well suited to & specific segment of thc refuges
. population? (&) )
i . &
[3 o, st's asigned for the general adult refagee population "

Yes, it is especiaily directed toward the following kinds of .

0 refuges adulte: (i’pnc“s) By

i e

‘, ,_
A AE

Te ilﬂ‘ut ere the Semographic charscteristics of your refugec students
'dur:uq the current temm %nd the same term in the preceding fiscal
year? Pleass provide the rescits 11: the form of pcmnugu. sither .
cm or actusl. | ;

;'3".«:.
A

LW
' ‘ ~ .| Tercent of Studests Cannot o3

- » . ) k Tatimats~ ’ E
. . e gurrent Sane 'rcm Xaformation T
. Characteristics Term . Last Year | No. Available -
58X Kale ! . S ) ‘i
Female — - — _r"?i

X

AGR: 24 or under ] t . g

25«34 & [}

45-5¢ - N S - 2

55 and cbove % — _ x%

] ] - -~ . :‘g

ETENICITY: Vietnamese \ \ e
Chinsss/Vistnansse $ L) . L
Kimer {(Cambodian) [ * ';;._:‘;f«

a0 __‘ -_-‘ -—'_" .

Ewong - —» — By

Mien ) ) — e

Kaitian 8 s
‘Coban S T — —_— ‘_

Soviet ____‘ . ___. —_—

thar {(Specify) L] L] ‘;

Continuad eoe
o . ) 09
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‘\ . Percent of Jtudents - Cannot

: . Eetimate~ :
: _ Current  Same'Ters  Information - %

Characteristics - Term  Last Year Wot Available vk

COUNTRY 7«32 years

LLLLL
L
[TH

OF ORIGIN: 13¢ years ;
- L .
LITERACY: Litsrate in scme 4 L N
T language , ’
Noa-iiterate . — U
. , v"_‘ﬂ_
LENCTH , 0=6 months s * i
OF TIKE - 7~12 wonths ° [
IK UsSez 13-i8 months %, T —
19-24 months ] )
25+30 monchs [ [}
31-36 moaths ‘ . .
Noye than 3 yeazrs ] .
: ' DEIOY- . Beploved full-time \J ., —
- KEN? © Mmployws partetime [ ‘ 1Y
STATUS Not empl o4 ' S T

i

8. Mhich of “he following items are routinely inciuded in your recoxds of - .
refugee stvlents? (Check all that apply) n

B =
a s
‘ D mn“

, your program
LI o gt

Wative language

' ( Othar languages
spolen
Pravious schooling
prior to U.S. arrival S

Literacy in sative
or other languages

O

LR

e T

PAlic assistancs
‘status

0 O o0

£
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2. Characteristics of the Eixh ansuage Training Program Staff. In

this section, a sumeary of the number, background and training needs
of the X giish language training program persomnel is sought.

i.

2.

List the number of staff positions &{n your current refugee English
language training program, including both pn‘i.d and volunteer positions:

{ .

| Rumbazr of Positions
Pull~Tine Furt-Time

dogition Paid Paié Volunteer

(s) Administrative

{b) Teachers

{e¢) Instructional . . ' \
aides

{(d] Tutars

{a)} Clerical

{£} Specisl servicss
staff {e. (-
counselors, 4ob
sarvice, ocutreach,
atcC. ’ )

{g) Other: (Specify)

Eoas your current refugse Inglish language trainiag program utilize
bilingual personnel as: (Check ail that apply} :

[J  teachezs {1 volunteers
[ aides {1 counselors
[1 other (Specify) e
. B ‘Wp\ lii‘ :

3
F
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3.

4.

What kinds of training or educational requiresants are required and

prefarred for an individual. to work &
Inglish language training projram on

{Check all :ru; apply!}

© Pll=Time '
Teaching Position

8 & teacher in your refugee
a fulle« or partetime basis?

- vare-Tise
Taaching Position

{a) A.A. degree

(b) B.A. degree

~

{c} Teaching certificats

{4} M.A. degree

{@) ESL certificate

(£) Other spscialization ox

endorsemant (Specify)

{g) Relevant experiancs

i year

(h) Relevant experishce

2-3 years

X

(4] Relevant axperience

&+ years

(4] Other

Reguired Preferrad

-~

nooDO0 oDO0oc

Ao o000 ooooo

Required Preferred

E]

0o 00O oooono
N o ooooo

oo o

S s A R A

What do you feel are tha most critical staff development neads of your -
refugee English language training

{a)

instructional parsonnel?

b}

{c)

i

BT
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i 5. Who provides inservice training for rour refugee English language
training instructional personnel? (Check ail that appiy)
' ] L Centar for Applied
; [J zn-nouse {3 inguistics
| Othar national technicai ‘
‘ O State agencies assistance service

[[J Professiona:i ssscciation Regional agencies

Inservice training
aot offerad

0o 0o

D Commercisl orga...zations

. S
A“‘-“F R,
4 A

Do 6. Wers ORR fundi

»

b R aedd R e e T g Bk

used ina Yy way to sypport inservice training in the

: zant o prededing federal fiscal year? {(,~) | : e
S %
me—— [ 0 oA

7. Has your program sought technicsl assistance from other sources? ‘
[]: % [3 ves 4

(PROCEED 10 E

SECTION K) 3
. E

L
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8. what specific kinds of technical assiztance were sought? Fros what

SOUrCES WaY

sll that appiy} Rege = Raquested; Got {'mu\ﬁca.

Rinds of
Technical
Assistence

echnical Assistance raquested and/or raceived? {Check

¥

; ylm’;i;;r;;:l;ifj ff-lf_ﬂw SrEp AN D £

0

3 3
§ ' v
d &3 5

Student
Assesssent

Apgl ication
or grant
writing

A
staff
insexvice
ﬁrﬂml’q \\ :

Curriculum
design

ﬁntt ructional
naterials

Bilingual
assistance

Other {Specify}

0Dooo o

*
2
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mracurisucl of the Instructicnal Program. In this section, the -
Office of Hefugee Resettiement is pnr:icunriy interested in the
notadle faatures of your refugee English language training
program-~its acope, intensity and organization.

de

What relative nq:hnis doax your retfugee Englial language training
program give to each of the £ellma.ing goah? {Chack one colusn fer-

|

- q&ch alternative)

No Little Hoderate Heavy
Ewphasis hesis DBaphasis Be 2is

]
0
]

(a} Job Bervices \
{b) Dmployment

{c} ‘Sunr&vnl En;xnh
(4} Vocaeional Eaglish
{e) Job-specific English
{£) Cultural orientation
(g) Bilingual crientation

{h} Reading/writing English

0OoOoooaoaoad

{£{) Literacy training

{3} Other (Spacify)

ooooo0OoDoOoao
DoDoDnooooo

a
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2+ Indicate ccui'i- divisions, iatensity, enrollment &nd staffing dn:ing

the curnat tem.

) - INTENSITY
COURSEE {per section}
Course Description ) :
{list sach differant | No. of Parsilel Nours | Days | Wseks
[COUXs® O COuUrse Sections for exch Par Per Per
level) Course or level DRy sesk Tarm
. TR
[
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. . TYPICAL STUDINT :

R A ‘ TRACHER RATIO
COURSE ENRCLIMENT E CONPLETTION {do not include
‘ {pool ail sections) {pool all ssetions) : aidaz)

i

-

S
Y
R
. <
|
w
e
5

Nuaber of Non-Rafugee Number of Rafugee Numder of : ,
Refugees Students Studants Complating Studsnts per R
nrolled Drelled Course or Course Lavels Teacher :

-
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i

= 1
i
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. ; - .

3. Of the refuges students who onroll 4n your program, what percent / : : :»ié‘i_
(estimate} sventually couplete the entire refugee Engiish lsn “35;
training me‘-‘ls? ‘ . ;

4

4. Yor those studants who dn complete the program, estimate the avunqe
nuaber of calendss lomhs spent in your program. vy

S« In offering specific coursex of fnstruction during each ters, m
student; { /') .

[ may enrcli and enter the class at any time Guring the tem.
L] may enroll and snter the class only at its onset. ‘

-

[T may enrcili as space becomes available

118 .
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¥. The Naturs of Student Depsrtares from the Progras. Students leave & L 3
progran for 8 wariety of zeasoas. It this sectios. the frequancy and -

circunstances of refuges adult student departures are sought.
: . i v [y
i. On the awerage, vhat parceat of earclilied refuges studeats zaﬁ your
Engiish language trsining program during or at the end of sach ters? “

! ]

R T

2. What percentage of the students who leawe during or at the end of the
term do so for the following reasons: '

N employmast
Qmmy

— 0 completed program
e % anroll in vocaticaal trainiag ‘ ;_{7’

B -
T Mgy i

\mim—huwmmd-ﬁcpmn

————

¢ other

-
i

+

% unkaown

-
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b
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G. Afssesament of Student Dlacemant and Prograss. In this section, :!\a o "
Various methods and standards £Or asseEsing refuges student neecs ‘nd #
Prograss sre expioswd. T . Sl

1. shat formal or informal methods are used to place refuges students zt “;
the appropriate lsvel of instruction in the English language training . v
program? (Check all that apply!l ‘

} . 5
. {Ti »ublished, standardized examinations «f"

] tocally developed tests

|
)
B InZormal chserwation/interviews with studant

/ , 2
| 7] other (Specity) =
ﬁ-

[0 ¥c particulsr method usad %

s

2. vhat formal or informal methods sre used to evaluste the prograss of o

refugee atudents within the English language training program? {Check . . e

agl that apply] S
{T] 7orwal, oral examinations g
[C] Pubiished, stundardised examinations -
] socally developed tests , _
- :)V\iﬂ

[7] observation of classroom performance
3
-0 mastery tests buiit into structured curriculum : ;z?_i
[T} other (specity) ?

] wone A

0 /




3. Pev cormon standards of defiustionst exie: acrous giwmrass for
identifying or maasusing lewsls of ¥nglish proficiancy. Yet, 5t is
ssential thet Snformation esn De gained aboot the rates ot which

T
\ 2
3
¥
refuges adult studants acguire the Englisn lanoeage. Osspits this ,

R iack of concanaus, many praciitioners Nave CONEiSeTabie quperiance
: . with recent wfugeas’ acquisition of ﬁngxuh. Ma wish to tap this
' : baad of eipesiance. '

R Y- T L

oo guide and xtructure the collection of this Anlormaticn, thres
ievels of language proficiency have heen behaviorally defined along
with profiics of four refugee students. Basad won the experiences

which you and your instyuctional staff have had with asch type of 5{
student, plesse providée 2n sstimate of the sumber of instsucticnal =
houre required for each to .chhn ths t.!xnn dafinel ieovals of , ﬁ
proficiercy: . CR
. . \ -
-
e
§ € o §
%% £ %
& -t 5 %
£ Ner oD 'é ki
S eS8 - ex -
v § b g.ﬂ % - #
| 298 | Hcd A o
! Ny Ev wnda s <A
S IBEI R *'*
' § - B S $ iy
" rESX ] Lo
$ s < % £5 % g
of W owi LR t S :

eg | gEER ] o8 3

Student ?g P 8 § § & &2 B
\ ;5
() Ko iz & SO-yerr old woman from N .

& preliterate group, who came P \\ ~
to the U, §. in 1980, after : : N %
spanding thiae vears {n a ¥
refuges canp. She doss not » ‘ ‘ -3
read or wiite in her own or T es
any other langusge, &né Soes _ :é
not speak any dut Rer aative S
language. She was & farwer ) C .o E
in Dar country, and Americsn . f»;l
culturs is totaily new to : g
her. She has a large f.uiiy h
and, outside IBL claas, has B
few contacts with Inglizh —:§
apeAkSrE . N
B 'ﬂ
Y
/ i
| -
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Student

tha s, COURT Woney, 9at
hip An emezgenoius)

"Burvival® {@.g. CAn take

inple

convexastiors in nglish

on ssvard) toplas with

apcumintancaz

1Can carcy out 8

(3} W. iz & 35-yeas old man vho

- Lived in rursl aress in Mis
countty vhare hs wax & black=
saithe Res somatimes tradsd
with octher groups, aad lesrnsd

to speak anothsr languags within

his native country. Ne has
naver bean to school, but he
learned to rexd & iittlie of the
nationsl language, which doss
not have & Foman alphabst. 3In
the refugee casps, Xis friends
taught him to read and write &
licele Bit in his own language.

5

3

his/har own

}Can ook tor a oh on
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_gg«dlnt ?‘52 505: 5:’:‘___‘
( {c} K. is & 24-yvear-old min who cane
here in 19480 from x msdium-zized
city. Ha was & radic opsrator
in the military. Ee went-to school
for 4 years, vhere ha isaxned to
read and write in his own languags.
Eefore ha casms to the U. §.;, K. .
studied English for 12 weeks in &
refuges camd, but he has naver
studied any other sectnd language.
123 "o
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tha bus, count monmy,
help in emaxgencies)
Can ckxry out ajfsple
on savezal topics with
zomuaintancen

Can look for a job on
hin/tmx oun

' fconversationa in English

. - Studsnt

Cr (4] 8. is & 30-year-old man who cams ' §.
here in 3980, Is his country, he |
had nine yesrs of sdxation. He

' zar & small businsss in the capital
city theze. Besides being able to
read and write 4z his native
langquage, S. spsaks anothar -
trade languags of his ares. S.
studied English for 12 weeks befors
coming bars. .




T

#. Iinkage Among English Language Training and Other Refuges Services ] \

&

i. How close at the local level are the links and coordination between
vour English languags training and sach of these other services
. provided for refugees? Please rate the degres of coordination betwean
English language training and each of the other services/service
providers below:

~

Degree of Coordination

None “tittie Moderate Close Very Closge

COORDINATION WITH OTHER SERVICKS:

Welfare/cash asgistance | [:'j _ D D O D
Health care . L_f ‘ D D E D
Job placement O O . O o
Vocational training D D ' D D .
Counseling/mantal health [ ] I - a -
Other (Specify) D D D D D
COCRDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES:

PICs (private (
industrial councils) O O 0 0 -y
an o o o o o
Job Corps D D D D D
Kaxs 0 o O = O
focal "cuitural centers® D —L:f D D D
Chusch groups o O - O -
Volags ] C O O U
Other (Specify) O O .| - D

. 125




Daveloping S.andards and ngtuvigwrmgmt. In this uét.ion. ve ssek

.
information about the types of atandards and guidelines your program
now has and vhether you feel they could be usefully and feasibly
implemented. : ~
- If Ve,
Could Statewide
Standards and
Cuidelines be
Currently Usefully and
eiat in Faasibly
i. Type of Nritten Standaxds Your Program? Implemented?
or Guidelines Yes No Yas Ne
instructional un:hxsmm ‘ D D D D
staff training and qualifications . D D D ) D
cost per student hour D B D D D
progran design (e.g. levels of :
instraction, student/teacher D D ' D D
ratio, stee.) ]
essessment o o 0O 4
prograx svaiuation D D D : D
prioritizing student sntsy D D D D
other D B O 04

126
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. ‘cessful Programs for Southeast Asfan Ref « In subsaquent
phazes of the study, w will De closely examinimg Baglish language o
training programs which are particularly effectiwe for Southeast Asian !
refugees. To Delp us plen this work, please answer the following o
guastions. . . ‘ &

3. In your opinion, what are the major factors which ¢ontribute to the
Success of English language training ‘programs specifically designed .
for roccntxy arrived Southeast Asign mtugus with ilittle previous .
om:ton? {pleass list) . . ‘

-

2. In your opinion, what ara the major factors which inhibit the success
of English language training pro_rams for Southsast Asian refugees ¥
with littie previous education? (plesse list) .




3. Pleasa nams specific Southeast Asian refugee English language training
prograns which you feel ars particulasly successfcl and exesplary,
including comments about their uniqus features. {pieass list)

Aru text providsd by enic | . . . o . ) o
- . . ooyt e . N SO LA B
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Torm Approved
. OKB Ho. 0960-0273
: . RQires 9-30-82

Survey of DEaglish language Training Programs
: for Refuqees Adults .
Provided Through the U.5. Office of Refuges -Resettlisment

” State Coocxdinstor's

Qupui?uiu

N

The U.5. Office of Rafuges Tassttlement has coatracted with the Northwest
FMegional Kducational Ladoratory to undertake & study of the extent,
nature and quality of Bnglish language training deiang provided for
refugess through the refuges resettliemant program. As part of this
atudy, all ORR Negional Offices, State Coordimators. and ORR-fundad local
sarvice providers are being surveyed to lsarn mors about ¢tha sxtent, ‘
costs, quality and effscts of English lanquage training. It iz hoped
that the collection and analysis of such ianformatios will Melp the ORR
and ISL practitioners estadlish useful standards for training. Ia order
to gathar complete and accurate information, it is important that each
state Coondiaator coapliste the guestioasaire. , ‘

Subsaquent parts of this Project's work, will Pe particularly concerned
with Southeast As{an refuges adults whc dave receatly arrived with littis
prior axposure to Fngiish, Western Culture or forssl classrock
ingtruction. Iaformation coliscted im this Project wiil help identify -
succassful models and practices in English language training for this
mm'

The quastioanzirs consists of seven ssctioas which deal with tie
following major topicss (A) Program Description, (3] State
Folicy--Studsnt Marticipation, (C} State Jolicy--Applications &
Allocations, (D) State Yolfcy—Moaitoring & Rvaluation, (K Stata .
Folicy——dtandards, (F) lLinkage among Engliish language Training and Other
Rafugue Services, and (G} English Language Traiaing for Southeast Asian
Refugees. Nost questions are wultiple chofice to aid im your ocowplistion
of the survey. In completing ths survay, please confer with axy
individuals deemad necsssary. .- .

If you have any Qquestions, plsase do mot hesitats to call Steve Nedar,
Steve Nelsan, or Judy Arter toll free &t 1-800-547-€33% or, iz Oreges,
call coll. . at 248-6800. Thank you for your time iz asaisting us with
this Project.

for purposes of this survey, the ters
“rafugee”® will refer to thosa {adividuals
iscluded in the Mafugee Act of 1960 as
wvall as Eaitisx and Cuban entrasts.

130
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State
Namne of Person Completing Questionnaire . 3

. . - v‘ ‘ .{:
Title

Talephone No.

Address

A. Program Description

i. Indicate the amount of monsy from each source spent statewide :-
English language training for refugee adults:

Amount
rrY 82 ¥
Amounit  (Est. for o .
Sourca of Munds FPY B1  f£ull year) Uninown ;
(a) ORR i $ $ — 4
(b} AZE $ $ —
a
{c) Other State {Specify) $ $ — 2
(a) cxTA | $ $ - |
{e) Private foundations $ % —
{£) voluntary agencies (VOLAGS) $ $ : ‘
(g} Mutual Assistance Associationy (MAAx) § s . ’_
(h) Other $ ) -
s i
SUBTOTAL $ $ —

{i) Estimated valua of donated and fan-kind
contributions from participating K
institutions in support of English _
language training: $ ]

TOTAL $ 4 _
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2., Pstimate the statevide mumber of wvolunteer hours donated ¢~ refugee’
Engliish languags treining: -

) m 81 AR ) :“
' =
rry 82 . v
& 5
3. Estimate the mnumber of refuges adults in the State receiving English :
language trainingt . i
' ) ey 82 i
- PFY 81 {Estimate for full year)
- ' 8
Southeast Asian A
Kaitian
Soviet T
: — et -
Other e —e—
/:‘ ) i
4. Fow many refugess were actively participating in English language ,_‘_ff‘;
training programs for the weeks below: ,
March 2, 194l T
¥ March 1, 1982 b
S, On the average, what i{s Che present cost per instructional hour per - *
refugee student for adult English language training in the State?
f ] .




B State mitcz-swam Participation

la. Is thers & state policy which establishes the priority far adminsions
into an English language training program? .

0O w 0 Yas

QUESTION #2; {db} Chock sach category having high
/ priorzcy and specify any criteris.

‘ / [[] vew arrivals

O mployment status

{T] saad of households

[} sousahold size

D Bligibility for public assistance

DOthcx'

Dou‘-:

] othes

2. Currently, are there limits imposed by State policy on the length of
time refugee students smay participate in Fnglish language training
programs under each of the touwmg conditions?

. I¢ yss, what (s the
is thaia 2 iimit on length of

limit? participation?

{a) Daytime ¥English language Yas__ No__

trafning while on welfsze
{b} Hours pi: week of English Yes__ No_

fanguage training while on

waifare
{e) Total amount of Engliiesh Yes__ 3o __

language training silowed
{4} Other Yag__ %o

RPN SN g e _ e e e a e e e =L

LE,

e indadA ol




3. Afrer what iength of residence in your State or $n the U. 8. is a

refugas raquired to actuslly seek work in order to receive cash
assistance?

] o requirement . {1 vYes. The requirement is

g

iy

t.
o g i

wadl e i

o ik

e e o i - il e i 4 i e i B
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Ce

State Policy-=Appiications and Allocations

1.

2.

3.

¢,

O

[ pubiic snstitutions

~

Does your State specify policin about how much ORR monsy is cl:.ocnted
statevide for Engliish language training?

0

-}

No
(PROCEED TO0
CUESTION #2)

Yes

if yes, what percent of ORR social
service funds {s directed toward
Inglish language training?

e

]

E———

what parcantage of funds spent for English language training is

directed toward ific tynes of English language training (e.g..
vocational Rnglish :mqn training, survival Engiish, etc.!?
Type of English languags Training Percent

]

s

What institutions I;? access ORR

y for providing English language
training? {(Chack all thst wiy‘

non-profit organizations D sole=sarvice providers

D profit organizations

E other

D state agencies

R

i YR

SeA L

T R

e LN PN

g e

cran

i

SR

What type of sarvice procursant procedurses are utilized? {(Check all

that apply}

O

D request for propoasls request for Dids

é uasclicited proposals ) [T} othes

* 135
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5. Are contractors permitted to subcontract for Engliish ianguage training?

D No D Yas o X

6. Doas your State policy set priorities tor aliccating money for English

language training to geogravhical areas?

Ko | 1 Yes

IR
S L
U g " N

{PROCEED O
QUESTION #7) {b) What are they? (Check all that apply!
[[] unemployment rate
\"x\ D general population density
\ D refugee concentration
. \ Dotm: {specify)
! Y

A
7. Bo you have a funding formula for supporting English language training?

g ™

D Yesr, (specify)

2
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3
,
]
y
ks
‘

Doss your state specify priorities for thse qoc:s of n\gush hnwlqe

. tniung programa for refugees?

%o -B‘xu

{PRAETD TO
NEXT SECTION) . (b} uwhat relative emphusis does your state
: policy give to each of the following gosls?
{Chack one column for eack aiternative)
o Little HModerate Heavy
Exphasis Saphasis Esphasis Duphasis

{a) Jcb sarvicas D D D C
(D) Bepioyment O O O L
(c) Survival English O O O ]
{4) Vocational EZnglish 0 n O O
(6} Job-specific English O O ] O
{f) Cultural orientation D D D D
(g) Bilingual orientation O O ] i
(h) Recding/writing English O O 3 O
(1) Literacy training O O O ]
(i} Other {Specity} A

i | O -

13?
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D. State Ponex--nonitaﬁng &nd Evaluatien

ia. Does your State monitor English lanquage training programs for
refugess?

No [ Yes

{PRCCEED 70

QUESTION #2) {d) What types of monitoring or evaluation
procedures do you use? ({Check all that
apply)

D andit \

\
cost /benefit . B
compliance ‘ \
technical assistance

impact

o o o0ooga

other {specify)}

{e) This i{s required of: (Check all that apply)
D all prograxs
D‘lﬂi prograns

D other {(specify)




/ . .
2. information Gathering., Information from Inglish lanquage training
- programd could be ussd to document program operatiocas and

sffactiveness. Tha purposs of this section is to fiad cut. vhat
information is currantly collected.

Information

s this information
currently collected

fron service providers

by the State?
No

Yes

Program Description -

1

2.

3.

de

S,

6.

Te

S

i0.

12.

13.

1¢.

Gosls -

Stt;.d-nt. placenent procedures
Materials used
Instructional methods

Procedurez used for diagnosing student
needs & sonitoring student progress

Stgdqflnt sIngtructor ratio

Ca;r&imtim with vocational training
activities & other employment related
programs

wumber of instructional hours per week
Course offerings

Setting

ievels of Lfnstaiuction

Technical assistance used

In-sarvice training for staff

Other: (specify)

agogooooao 0o oo oooo

o0oooooo0 o oo ooon

2
€
O

e
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2. Conmtinued
Is this information
currantly collected
from service providers
by the State?

Information Ne Yes

Prograr Outcomes

1.

2.

3.
6.

Se

1.
2.
3.
L
5.
6.
Te

Design used !n: evaluating projram outcomes

Tests or other instrumants used for
cvaxmmg Drogras outcomss ;
!
Program svaluation ruuiu ;

Tests used to avaluate student progress
. ¢

Othar: {(epecify)

¥

-

£

Characteristics of Students sﬂhrvoé
§ e

Nambers

Bthnic/gender/age camposition
Previous sducation

Previous litesacy

Kngliish adility at program sntry
Bapioyment status

Public sssistance status

Other: (specify)

oooo o

nDooonoon

oooo o

oooooooo

i0

-
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2. Continued .
1s this information
currently collscted
from service providezs

’ by the State?

Infuomation No Yas

Funding/Costs

l.

d.

3.

4.

s.

6.

Te

rrom ORR

From other fedearal sources -
From state sources |

From private sources

Equivalant of in-kind services {voluntears,
donated facilities, ete.)

Cost per student
Cost per instructional hour

Other: (specify)

Onoo ooond
OO0 Dooo

11
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Devaloping Standards and tsproving Prograns.
cf the study is to identify factors whic
from the success of English language training programs for refugees.

of standards and

guidelines your program now has, and whether you perceive a_nead for

~

sn this sectidsn, we sesk infcrmation about the types

new or improved standards or guidelines in various areas.

One of the major goals
h contribute to or detract

i.

1

Type of Written Standards
or Guidelines

instyuctionsl nt.e:f.summadi

‘staff training and qualifications |

cost per student hour
program design {e.q. levels of

instruction, student/teacher
ratic, etc.}

studsnt assessment

program evaluation
prioritizing atudsnt entry

other

/

nooo o o0d

tn order to receive ORR funding, with what specific contractual

conditions msust the service providers comply?

oooon 0o ono
oooo 0 ona
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- —- Je—-Approxisately how many Tequasts did your State office receive for - ’
techsicai assistance to English language training local service e
providars during the past 12 mosths?” ' »
2
& what specific kinds of tschnical assistance were ‘sought? What action o
did your agency take in response to thess rsguests? (Check ail that
apply)
/
!
’ _Actions Taken
. .
TSR N 1P
et  §. et i
- g« - Q g ] e g ~ L] A
- < «§ ) g » e s O - w0 § . v
j.©% aug oo uE. o S
TEd{Fu5] 98 [3dE|cig 23
Kinds of R ﬁgg e - B AR -
£ % s & . YEIEEE ]
Technical a§ ug.“ ] u§g ﬁ:w .S&
assisvance | BRI 1S3 ¥ | ¥SEIESR g8 y
Student ' N
Assessment O -1 g O g0 O 3
Application . ‘
or grant o010 {000 2
writing . : ¥
Starf : , ";
insarvice D D D E D D
training .
Curriculum |
design S 1 U6 A 0 R O S Y
Instructional ‘ |
materiais O O g 0 O i
Bilingusl ' ’
weue |0 OlOlO]Olg
Other (Specify’}
Oi1cigigoigio |
5. Did your State use ORR funds for providing technical sssistance to -
local programss
O w 3 Yes 5
13 . ﬁ
s p . “
¢ 143




. P. Linkage Asony Engiish Language Training and othar Rafugee Services

1. Describe any existing refuges forums oI service congortiues in your
' “'muu

2. How close at the State level are the links and coorfination hetween
English language training and esch of thease othar services provided
for refugess? Please rate the degree of coordination between English
languags training and sach of the other sarvices/sarvice providers
below: :

it
Degree of Coordination Policy

Requires
None Little MNodsrate Close Very Ciose Linkage

M
COORDINATION WiTh OTHER SERVICES:

welfazre/cash assistancs D D D D D . D
masie care - o o o o o
Job placement OO O O - O
Vocational training 4 D D B D D D
counseling/mental heaith [ 1 [ | [ i O
Other (Spacify)
O O & = C O
COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIEE:
PICs (private ' - '
industrial councils) O O O O O O
CETA o 0O O a0 & =
Job Corps O O O O O -
KaAs 0O o O O -
Local "cultural c-nnu" ‘ D D D D D D v
Church groups D D D D D D
voliags D D D D D D
oxner oo o o © @O ’
i4

N
"
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Ga \Sueccn!ux Frograns for Southeast hnn Ref s. In subsequent
, . pEus of the study, wer wiil De ciomely examining English language o ,
o training programs which are particularly effective for Southeast Asian "

refugeas. To help us plan this work, plesase answer the following
QUESTLONS . ‘ , :

\ . N

ia. Can you recomssnd any competency-~based English language tests for
’ Southeast Asian refugees with little educationz]l backgreund used in
your State?

—_ o

No o : Yas, specify

{b)

2. In your opinfon, what are the major factors which contribute to the
success of English language training programs for Southeast Asisn ) 2
refugees with little educational background? (pisase list} -

15
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- 3. In your opinion, what ase the major factors which inhibit the succeis
of Inglish language training prograss for Southeast Asian refuges with
littie educaticnsl background? (pleass Iiat}

Please name specific Southeast Asian refuges English language tI ning
programs which you feel are particularly succsssful and axenpliry,
ineluding commants sbout their unique faatures. (pleass 1igt! '

L
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.
.

- Susvey of Baglish language Trainisg Frograms
A {4 Mefuges Adults T
Provided Through the Office of Mfuges Rasattliemant |

" ORR Regional Office
- Questionaire

_ The U.8. Office of Mefuges Nesettisment has contracted with the sorthwvest

Regional Fducatiosal laboratory to undertake & study of the extant,
nature and quality of Inglish langusge training being provided Tor
refugess through the refuges TRsAttiemant program. As part of this
study, all ORR Ragional Offfces, State Coordinatocs, and ORR=funded local
service providars ars baisg surweysd to learn move about the sxtant,
coats, quality and effacts of English language training. It &is hopad
that the coliection and aAnlysis of such faformation will help the ORR
and E8L practitioners sstablish uscful standards for training. In order
to gather compiete and accurate {nformation, it is important that each
Regionsl Office cosplete the Questionnsire.

Sidweywent jacts of this Froject's work will be particulariy concernad

with Southeast Asisn zefugse adults who Mave recently a=rcived with littlie ’

prior sxpolure to English, Weatern Culture or formal lassroom
instruction. Informatfon collectsd in this Project will help identify
successful models and practicss in English language txaining for this
‘population. S ‘ :

The questionnaire consiats of five sections which Jfeal witl the following
sajor topics: (A} Program (pexations, (#; The Tole of the ORX Ragional
offices, (C} Davelcopiig Standards and Improving Programs, {D} Recommended
Nonitoring System, and (X} Successful Programs for Sou. heast Asien
Rafugess, HNost questions are multiple choice to asd {n your completion
of the survsy. In complating-the survey, plsase confer withk any
 individusis deamed BEOCSSSAIY- ‘

If you have any questions, plesss do not hesitate to call Stsve Reder,
Stave Neison, or Judy Arter toll fres at 1-800-567=£33% or, in Gregon.
call coliect &t 263-6800. Thank you for your time in assisting us with
this Project. o '

t

l

For purposes of this surwy, the ters
srefuges” will refar to those infividuals
{aciuded in the Rafugee Act of iIND as.
well as Kaitian and Cubsn entrants.
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; Ragion )
‘Name of Perscts Cowpleting Swvey ' ' 3
- Pitie . '_l"";
- - ___“ M “' P ! i _«_\
Address
- Ae
M

A. Program Operations. ' H N

: 1. How many English language training programs ssvving vefugees are - . 3
o operating within your xegion and how many refugees did they serve last
year? ,

s ¢

2%
n

!
(]

e a‘r‘t Rl

7T

Yederaily without Federal
Supported Support

e

Total Number of
iocal Prograss
{FrrY 81)

&
A

w _;:‘:‘4(1".&.-

v

Total Wumber of
Rafugess Served
(FrY §1)

B

¥

.
T

2. Approximately how many requests did your Regicnal office recaive for
technical assistanca to mglish languags training prograss during the
past 12 months? ' (state or iocal) :

\-

Aa,
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Actions Taken
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5.
[
o
o
“ 3
e
2
Ty
A

did your agency take iR rasponss to thess rsquests? {Chack all that

appiy}

3. Wnat specific kinds of tachnical assistance were sought? What action

T

Xinds of
Technical

‘Asgistunce
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Y
=

gi{iogjojgoa o

o|ojojo|o|o
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t

other (Specify)

application
or grant
writing
instructional
matsrials
“Bilingual

sStudent
Stafr _
inservice
training
Curriculum
dasign
assistancs




The Role of the ORR Ragional Offices. This section is designad to
chazacterize tha present role of ORR Regional Offices and to gather
your perceptinng about how the ORR Regional Offices could bast be
integratad into & total English language trasning matwork.

i.

Please dascribe the roles which the Regional Office f£1ll in relation
to ORR~related state .agencies.

Please describe the roles which the Regional office ££11 in relation
to loca! providers of nglish language training services for rafugees.

15]
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3. Pleass descride any Epecial efforts of the Reglonal Office concerning
English langusgs treining for adult refugees. '

é. What do you see are the major impediments {if any) to =scuming the
roies described in the preceeding threes questionss

5. Are any of these roles facilitated and/or sncouraged by states or the
{ederal government? HNow? :




A- “‘ " ¢
6.
-
\

Use the spscs below for any comments or siggestions you have concerning
the role of che ORR Regional Office in e.hc mﬂnm nstwork for tngulh
language :uining fot mmgus.

"x
iy : )




C. Deweloping Stenfards ané Fﬁ PLOQTURE -
of the study is to ident
from the suocess of Engliish language trafaing programs for refugess.
In this saction, we seek iaformation about the types of standards and

guidelinas which exist within your regicm, and whether you perceive &

ne of tha major goals

Factors whick contridate to or dstract

sead for aew or inprowed standards or guidelines im various arsas.

. 9

Currantly exist
in your Statea?
(o) '

- #4131 Sn the name of each A
State in your regiom is .
S E L
8"& ook
L]l
=35 |#5d3 ]
rvoe o wrissen 358 |31l
standards oy '
Guidelines Yo Mo Yax WNo .
fastructionsl materisis/ :
methods oopooocogo o;d o
staff training and ' '
| evadent bowr CcopooOoooooojoo
prograx design (@.g., —
levels of iastructiom,
.?m:mimDDDDGDDDDG DG
mﬂmmug:m Ogooooooipo oic O
mmemuneia OO0 O000OQO00O0C Oj0 0
prioritising stuSent ‘ |
satry oogogooooooc aya o
other
gajgo 4

oocogoooo

6
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De Infommation Gathaxing. Information tﬁl Ingiish lamjguage training

rograns could be usid to dorument program operatisse and

affectivenses. .

progroms and states.

T™he purpose of thix section is to £iad out what
iaformetion £ currently collected and to elicit yamr recommendations
ax to what iafomation conld be usefully and feasiily collacted from

) L Y’
g i -4 ~ g -
| 39 185 |agfl
E &%k 3 L L
; CEY R EE LI e
? f 1 [l
. [ - asae
; S Expif|BEsse
V . Yeu, but
only fax
BONE ]

Information o Statezx Yes Ne Yes ! No Y
‘ Progran Description .
L 1. Goals - O 0O O ogjod
] ,
: 2. Student placemant procedures 0 O O iOQg iog

3. HMNaterials used D D B D D : D D
: 4. Instructicasi methods O 0 O iI0g igg
’
i i d.ngmasn; ::::.::rmd: 3 3 O O i 0
L sonitosring student progiess
| Continued oo
- i
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i ¥

Program Outcomes

i.

2.

4.

Dasign used for evaluating
program outcomes

Tests or othar instrumsnts
used for evaluating program
outoones

orograa evaluation results

Tasts used to evaluats

- StUdSRS prOgIEEs- - - -

5.

Other {wpecify)

og o oo

“,‘!.g o d‘e%?ﬁ
387 . 3z g [El.e
EK g% X |3ZE&
R > Pl
Y SEIERI®% S5
SxE s5581a%.3
"é g:u‘ﬁ “Q’E‘é‘;
2t .§§§§ EEE
I ry AL §s:?.,\s
Yeas, but
only for
some
Information No Statez Yas No Yes Ng Yes
6o nuhnt:'mtmtn: xatio ‘ D \ D 8 o0 D O
7. Coordination with vocational : -
training activities and other X . .
anpicymant related programs D D U G D Ej D i
«  Bumbe £33 cti i
P ouse par verk O O Ojoo g
' 9. Course offerings ) D D D D Q D D
10. Setting ; D D B D B D D ,
1l. Levels of instruction O O 0 O D OO
12. Technical assistance used D D D D D D D
13. In-service training for staff D D D D D D D
14. Other: . O O i{gpo g

oo
0O
oo

oo oono

o
o
2

oo ooo
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e 284 IR EET
- Yas, but
only for
SCRe . )
Information : - Stataes No Yes No Yes

1.
2.
3.
4.
8.
6.
Te

8.

Characteristics of ﬁtud-ﬁts Sarved

Numbers

Sthnic/gender/age composition

. Previous education

Previous literacy

English ability at program
entry .

Duployment status
Public assistance status

Other (specify)

oo oaod

runding/Costs

i.

2.

3.

L

Se

To

6. Coat per studant

From ORR

From other fedsral sources
From state sources

From private sources
Equivalent of {n-kind

Sarvices {voluntears, donated
facilities, stc.)

Cost per fustructional hour

Other hpccﬁy}

ooon oood
ooono oooo

-
OO
00

oo
no
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Ood
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og
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2« ¥hat do vou xee ax en Efficient Flow of Information?

a. who uggru?' )

3

-

ot

O
U

All States
Representative sample of urvici providers in the nqién

All service providers in the region

How often could inforwmation be feasibly collected?

a
O
L
g8

3. Use the space below if you have other comsments/concerns about & data
coliection system.

Semi-annuslly




. Successful an £or Southeast uian‘hzm:. In subssquent ‘
Phasas of the study, we will ba closaly examining Dnglish language
training programs which are particulariy effective for Southeast Asian o

refucess. To help us plan this work, plesse answer the following.
questions. . :

t

3. In your opinion, what ars t'h; major factors !uhich contribute to the

- i

success of English lanquage training programs for Southeast aAsian
refugees with littie educational background? (plesse list) \ \

. o

11 A )
155
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& In your op&ﬁim. what are the major factors which inhibit the success

of English language training programs for Southeast Asian refugee with
little sducationsl mkqmuné? {pieans list} ‘

3., Please names spacific Scuthesst m'c.n refuges English langquage training
programs which you feel are particularly successful and examplary,
including comments about their unique features. (plause list)
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' APPENDIX D

NORMATIVE TABLES OF KEY ENGLISH LANGUAGE
TRAINING PROGRAM CEARACTERISTICS

1 BNormative distpribution 'of the number of locations at which organizations
provide :ctugn&zglm langmgn training (LAL)

2 Normative distridbution of the percentage of lmeal se:vicn providers' .
clientele who are refugees in ?2 82 (LA¢) | _ :

3 Normstive distribution of the cost per refugee student instructional hour
in PY 82 (LB2} .

¢ DNormative distribution ot tlxe numbar of £u11—t:m teachers employed in
English language training sxog:m (LD1) _ j

Normative distribution of the number of ga:t-r.i-e tucheu employed in
English lmguage training programs {(LD1}

6 DNormative distnbutmn of the number of course levels offered concurrently
by local service p:ovié&:s (LE2)

wn

7 Normahive distribution cof the average number of hours pei: day a class is
offered by local service providers (LEZ2)

8 Normative distribution of the average weeks per term classes are offered
by local service providers (LE2)

9 Normative distribution of the number of students per teacher in English
language training classes (LE2)

10 DNormative distributicn of the percentage of English language t::aining pud
teachers who are full-time (LD1)

11 Normative distribution of the percentage of English language training
program funds directly devoted to instructional costs (LBl)

S7
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9 . Table 1

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF LOCATIONS AT WHICE
ORGARIZATIONS PROVIDE REFPUGEE ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING

' (n = 226} -

Locations Percent of Programs Cumuiative Pe:céz:xg_
:;‘ i 4 , 44

2 20 . | | 64
3 16 - 74
'y | e 8 &
6 87
92
93

M = & W
[

2
1 95
9 1 | | %
1 96

il L ige
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Table 2 | .|

NOKMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGE OF LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS'
CLIENYELE WHO ARE REFUGEES IN FY 82

{n = 153)
Percent of Percent of Cunulative Percent
Ciliantele Refucee ‘ Programs of Programs
-3 20 . 20
10-19 6 ‘ 26
20-29 3 25
30~39 5 ) 34
40-4S 3 37
- .
50-59 2 38
60-69 3 42
70=79 2 &4
§0-89 5 49
| $0~100 51 $ 100
\f i
. .
Jd
|
:
00163
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® _ " | Table 3

4%,

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE COST PER
REFUGEE STUDENT IRSTRUCTIONAL HOUR IN PY 82

(n = 150)

il .%4’ e TERS e L

| Cost Per Student Instructional | Percent of Programs Cumuiaeive‘ﬂercane.
. Less than $1.00 10 | 10 |
k §1.00 to $1.99 | 27 37

$2.00 to $2.99 22 55
0 $3.00 to $3.99 68
? | $4.00 to $4.99 75
$5.00 to $5.99 77

. $6.00 to $6.99 78

NN 9w

$7.00 to $7.99 75

-

$8.00 or more 100

w0 1684
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Table 4 “\
NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF FULL-TIME
TEACEERS EMPLOYED IN ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS
{n = 215)

Number of Pull-Time Teachers Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent
None ) 57 57
1-¢ 32 8s
5-9 8 87

16-14 .2 $8
15-19 1 99
20 or more 1 100
Table 5
NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF PART-TIME
TEACHERS EMPLOYED IN ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS
(n = 210) f
Number of Part-Time Teachers Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent
None 27 27
1-4 42 69
5-9 21 : S0
10-14 ! 6 96
15~18 1 - 87
20 or more 3 100
102 l oo
gJ
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@ . Table 6

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF COURSE LEVELS
- OPFERED CONCURRENTLY BY LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

g . )

(h = 185)

_ R . Number of Couzse Levels . Percent of Programs \ Cumulative Percent
a 1 | 14 14
?6 | 2 : 12 | 26
: 3 21 _ 47
é ‘ y 14 | _ 61
@ 5 1 - 72
| 6 4 8 80
7 5 85
'@ 8 5 90
$ S J 95
10 1 86

C 11 or more 'y 100

103 2
>
%
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Table 7

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOURS PER
DAY A CLASS IS OFFERED BY LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

Bours Per Day

O W N

Percent of Programs

(n = 152)

4
28
éé
L 1

7

4

1

Table 8

Cunulative Percent

7
32
76
88

. 95
99
100

NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF WEEKS PER TERM
CLASSES ARE OFFERED BY TOTAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

weeks Per Tern

1-9

10-19
20-2%
30-39
§0-49

50 or more

1.
AN et e T S s ver s e e e gy S R

Percent of Programs

{n = 178}

8
53
12

6

6
15

104

8
61
73
79
85

100

e s e+ cons i g g e e g | i 3 e e memaetm e e T R T

Cumulative Percent
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Table 9
: NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF TERE NIMSER OF STUDENTS PER
“:. TEACHER IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING CIASSES
(n = 182) |
@ Mamber of Students |
' Per Teacher Percent of Programs Cumulative Percent
1-4 ? 7
5~9 12 ) : 13
, 10=-14 23 . 42 )
@ 15-1% ‘ 23 65 =
- 20=2¢& 18 83 P
25=29 0 93 . '
30=3¢ 3 9T
E 35-39 1 SN 97
: é0 or more 3 7 o 100
L |
Table 10
{. NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION COF THE PERCENTAGE OF ENGLISE
. . LANGUAGE TRAINING PAID TEACHERS WHO ARE FULL-TIME
{n = 206)
Percent of Teachers . N
: & : Pull-Time Percent of Programs - Cumulative Percent
' o 55 55
1-5 4 59
10-1i9 3 62
‘ 2029 5 67
o 30-39 2 69
5 £0~4S 3 72
50-59 5 77
80-69 1 78
70=79 2 80
, 80-89 1l 81
X 90-100 18 100
@ 2
105 1IR§

. R
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NORMATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGE OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE
TRAINING PROGRAM FUNDS DIRECTLY DE“QTED TO INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS

Percentace of Runds
for Instruction

1-9
i0-19
- 20=-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-68
70-79
80-89
$0~100

Table 11

(n = 177)

Parcent of Programs

© 2

10
16

18
27

106

Cunulative Percent

1

2

3
10
18
28
39
55
73
100



. \"* 1@ e

APPENDIX B

i !
Y . 4

\

SURVEY METHODOLOGY |
| | !

A
s

A. Specific Procedures ‘
: \

The survey development p:ocedu:é\gensisttd of five major steps:
_ \ _ |

Step One—-Develcp Plan for Collecting ébmgrehenaive Descriptive Data

Ea:iy in the study, meetings were he£§ with ORR officials to rev#ew ;he
'pzolimina:y study design, discuss issues :S;ated toc the work and outline study
gquestions. Anu:ing a subsequent sg:ies of project staff meetings, some of
which included 3 team of consultants having expertise in the adniﬁistratien of
English language t:aiging ptégtals for :efugeea,'the overall plan for the
su:vef was developed. Suggestions provided by numerous state and regicnal

offices were drawn upon in developing the study.'

Step Two--Compi‘s List of English Language Training Service Providers
One major unanticipated problem was obtaining a comprehensive list of

local Ae:vice providers. In the original work plan, the Office of Refugee
Resettlement was to provide a list of what they estimated to be 250 local
service providers. Such a comprehensive list of ORR-funded English language
training programs had never been established before at the national level;
The list was to include English language training prov;ders who had been
suppc:ted by ORR {n either FY 1981 or FY 1982. Althou%h the approximate
number of ORR contracts for services was known at the ;:ate level, the total
nunber of agencies which directly provide ORR-supported service to refugee
adults could not be readily ascertained. ‘In many states, large contractors

(e.5., state agencies) were not the direct service providers, since they

10%.1 7%)




¢
subcontracted to, or otherwise funded, other agencies to provide direct
services.

Through a series of additions, deletions and revisions to the original
1ist, a mailing list was developed. Although questionnaires were mailed to
" 389 agencies, only 327 proved to be bona fide ORR-funded providers of English

language training for the purposes of the survey.

Step Th:oa—-nevelgg Survey Instruments

- | The three (lccal, state and regional) survey instruments were developed

and field tested with & small sample of each target population. The

PP

questionnaire design work involved four stages. First, study queations and
issues were solicited from the Office of Refugee Resettlement. Secomdi, a team
}-of consultants representing both state and local programs was orggnize& to
ﬁclp staff geﬁerate items for each study question and-to suggest appropriate
response !érnats for each item. Third, these items were reviewed, refined and
compiled into draft versions of the survey instruments. Pourth, the draft

instruments were reviewed and field tested at the local, state and regional

o W AW

level, as well as by the Office of Refugee Resettlement. Pinal revisions were
made to the questiaqnai:cs on the basis of the field test and the material was
submitted for mandatory clearance by the federal Office of Management and

, Budget (OMB).

Step Four—--Conduct the Survey

Lol

The distribution of surveys to the local, state and regicnal offices
occurred in four steps: (1) Upon receipt of OMB clearance, a letter was

- distzibuted to each regional office, state and local service provider advising
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them of the impending arrival of the survey questionnaire (mailed March 16,
1982). (2) The questionnaires were mailed to each .espondent with a cover
letter and prepaid return envelopes (March 18, 1982). (3§‘Eh:ee weeks.later
(April 13, 1982), & follow-up letter was distributed to all recipients
thanking them' for their cooperation and asking those who had not yet responded
to return the coupleted qucltionnai:cg‘ A sscond copy of the questionnaire and
a prepaid, return envelcpe was enclosed in case the first had not arrived of
had been nilplaclé. ‘(41 Finally, follow-up telephione calls were made cnIApfil
22-23, 1942 to those recipients who had failed to reply to determine if
assistance was needed in completing the survey and to enéauxage the'r
‘response. 'Qucltionnaitcl completed and returned by May 20, 1982 have been

included in results presented in thia reporzt.

Step Five-—Analyze and Interpret the Findings
The analysis of the findings occurred in six steps. PFirst, coaputer

programs for the analysis and tabulation of the data were developed and
debugged. ISGccnd. survey responses were coded, keypunched, verified and
entered into the computer system. Third, prelinina%y analysis of the data was
conducted to generate initial answers to each study question.' Fourth,
additional analyses were conducted as warranted. PFinally, written
dascriptions of the overall results of the survey were prepared.

The analysis of the survey responses was organized with respect to each of
the study questions. The results are described using measures of central
tendency, variation, and inter-item association. In scme cases; comparisons
and contxaatsfalang respondent groups are appropriate, particulariy for

identifying discrepant perceptions within the service delivery system.
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B. Instrumentation
The thrae ﬁunstiaqnai:e: are presented in Appendices A-C. The

questionnaires consist of a combination of cpen-ended and gt:uctu:ed*itens

across a series of topic areas. Wherever possible, multiple-choice items were

utilized for ease of both completion and tabulation.

The ORR Regicnal Office guestionnaire consists of five sections which deal

' with the following major topics: (1) program operation, Ezﬁlthe role of the

ORR regional office, (3) developing standards and improving programs, (4}

recommended monitoring syﬁgen. and (5) successful ptcg:analto: Southeast Asian

refugees. The survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix A.

The State Coordinator's questionnaire consists of seven sectiens.wbich
deal with the following majer tépigss fl) program description, {2) state
pdlicy--;tuden; participation, (3) state policy--applications and allccations
(4} state policy--monitoring and dyalua;ion. (5) state policy--standards,

(6) linkage among English language training and other refugee services, and
(7) successful programs for English language training of Southeast Asian
refugees. The survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix B.

The Local Service Provider's questionnaire was by far the most extensive,
cove:ring ten topic areas: (1) characteristics of the institutign, (2) costs
of refugee English language tr.ining; {(3) characteristics of the :efugee'
student, (&) program statf_cha:actezistics. (5} characteristics of the
instructional program, (6) the nature of student deﬁa:ture from the progranm,
(7) assessment of student placement and progress, (8} linkage among English
language training and other refugee services, (9) develnpiné standards and

improving programs, and (1i0) successful programs for Southeast Azian

:efugees.l The survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix C.

110

173

o -



¥-1

P~3
F“.
P~5
P~6

P-7

P-8

F-8

F-1i0

F-11

F~-12

APPENDIX F
TABLES COMPARING RESULTS FOR TEE 15 SEATES‘HITH THE
LASGIS! REFUGEE PCPULATIONS TO RESULTS FOR ALL PROGRAMS

local Service Providers' Criteria for alfugees' Admission into
Engliish Langmc Tralining

Iocal sQrvica vaida::' Training and axperieace Requirements for |

Full-tine Twachers

Local Service Providers' 'r:aining and Experience Requ.rements for
Part-Tive naehe:t

”xedi.an Percentage and Amcunt of Funds Received from ORR by Refugee

Bnglish Language Training Programs

Hcdian Cost Per Student Instructional Bour for Refugee English
Ianguage Training, by Year

Sex of Adult Refugee Stuclents by Year for the 15 States with the

‘Largest Refugee Population and the Nation as a whele

Age Distribution of Adult Refugee Students for Programs in the 15
States with the Largest Refugee Populations and for the Nation As a
Whole .

Distribution of Adult Refugee Students' Formal Education in Country

of Origin for the 15 States with the Largest Populations and for
the Kationkﬁaﬂholc o .

Distzibution of Adult Refugee Students' Formal Education in Cmmtzy
of Crigin, by Year

Literacy of Adult Refugee Students in FPY 81 and PY 82 for Programs
in the 15 States with the Largest Refugee Populations and the

Nation As a tthole -

Adult Refugea Students' Length of Residence in the United States
for Programs in the 15 States with the Largest Refugee Fopulatioans
and All Programs in the Nation, by Yea:

Exnployment Status of Adult Refugee Students, By Year

- | I111 174

T ‘ R

s

I A WISl




\

Table F-~1

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' CRITERIA FOR REFUGEES' ADMISSION
INTO ENGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING

in = 110)
‘Programs in 15 States With
Criterion ) Bercent of Programs* Largest Refugee Populations
Ne priority YW  22.7
- New arrivals 32.7 2.5
‘Head of household - 28.7 40.1
Employment status 26.5 33.7
Eligibility for | 25.1 34.3

public assistance

*Percentages do not add to 100 since programs may use several admissions
priorities.

1"\;" peR

Tz
REEY
s



Table P2

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE
REQUIREMENTS FOR PULL~TIME TEACEERS

1

Percentage of Iocal
Service Providers in =
15 States with

Percentage of all Largest Refugee
Local Service Froviders Population

Requirement Area (n = 232} {n = 130}
A.A. Gagt!c : . G.G B S..5
B.A. degree 38.8 41.5
Teaching certificate 22.8 20.8
M.A. degree 1 7.3 8.5
BSL certificate 3.4 4.6
Cther specialization or : :

endorsement ‘ - 43 4.6
One~year relevant . ' T
~ experience 11.2 : 13.8 o
Two-three years relevant
- experience 8.5 ‘ 13.1
Four or moré vears .

relevant experience 1.3 1.5

Table F-3

LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS' TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE
REQUIREMENRTS FOR PART-TIME TEACHERS

Percentage of ILocal |
Service Providers in
15 States with

Percertage of all largest Refugee
Iocal Service Providers Population

Requirement Area (n = 232} (n = 130}
A.A. degree 3.4 3.8
B.A. degree 47.0 57.7
Teaching certificate 24.6 ‘ 25.4
M.A. degree 1.3 : 1.5
ESL certificate 4.3 4.6
Other specialization or .

endorsement 4.3 4.6
One-year relevant .

experience 19.4 24.6
Two-three years relevant ‘

experience 7.8 1.3
Pour or more years

relovant experience 1.3 2.3
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NEDIAN PERCENTAGE AND AMOURT OF RECEIVED FROM ORR BY REFUGEE
ENGLISH LANGUAGE NING PROGRAMS

Programs in 15
States with Largest

All Programs Refugee Fopulation

{n = 192) {n=107)}
Median percent of refugee
English language training
‘program funds from CRR 70% 67%
Median amount of QRR funds
per program " $45,621 $60,000

Table F-5 /

/

/
MEDIAN COST PER STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL HOUR FOR REFUGEE
ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING, BY ¥YEAR

(n = 144)

; " Fy 1981 PY 1982

All programs $2.00  $2.31
Table F-6

SEX OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS BY YEAR FOR TEE
15 STATES WITE THE LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATION (n = 356)
AND TEE NATION AS A WHOLE (n = 169)

PY 81 FY 82
Percent Percent Percent Percent

Male Female Male Female
15 States with
ILargest Refugee
Fopulations 58 42 c3 41
All States 58 §2 58 42
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AGE DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT REPUGEE STUDENTS POR PROGRAMS
IN THE 15 STATES WITH THE LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATIONS (n = 76)
AND 'FOR THE KATION AS A WHOLE (n = 104)

Age

24

Table F~7

35=44

FY 81

15 States with
the Largest
Refugee
Populations

All States

»

FY 82

1S States with
the Largest
Refugee
Populations

All States

e e e ARG WA § SR NS AR S~ 1 ree

26
27

32

31

23

24

18
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" Table F-8

DISTRISUTION OF ADULT REFPUGER STUDENTS' FORMAL EDUCATION IN
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN FOR THE 15 STATES WITE THT LARGEST POPULATIONS
(n = 71) AND FOR THE NATION AS A WHOLE (n = 124)

Xy
Lo
ong
Ate,
%,Q%
Up,
Soug,,
Oths,.

!earégtknieitg

i

¢ 81 Impacted
States 32.1 12.1 11.2 19.1 19.8 2.6 bd .3 0.3 2.3

All
 States 32,9 11.4 11.3 19.8 18.8 2.4 * .6 0.5 2.3

FY 82 Impeacted

! States  36.3 15.6 14.6 17.4 11.4 1.0 0.1 0.6 0.3 2.5
| ‘ALl : ,
] States  36.4 3.2 15.6 18.8 10.5 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.4 3.4

*Less than 0.1 percent
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Table F-39

DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT PEPUGEE STUDENTS' FORMAL EDUCATION IN COUNTRY
@ OF ORIGIN, BY YBAR
1 {(n = 124)

Percentage of Students Having Different
NMmber of Years of Formal Education

. | \ .
- None 1~3 4-6 7-12 13+
PY 81 15 States 23.7 18.5 27.2 25.8 3.8
All States 22,3 19.0 28.2 26.0 4.5
S PY 82 15 States © 16.2 21.1 | 28.2 31.2 3.2
. All States 15.2 18.6 29.5 - 31.5 §d.2
3 Table F-10
K | , -
; LITERACY OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS IN FY 81 AND PY 82 ‘
FOR PROGRAMS IN THEHE 15 STATES WITH THE LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATIONS
(n = §2) AND FOR TEE NATION AS A WEOLEB
(n = 159)
‘\
®
Percent Literate in Some Language FY 81 FY 82
15 States with the Largest
Refugee Populations 76.3 80.4
@ All States 75.5 81.2
\\.
! \\
@
@
@
18¢
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Table F=11l

ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS' LENGTE OF RESIDENCE IN THE UNITED STATES FOR
PROGRAMS IN TEE 15 STATES WITH THE LARGEST REFUGEE POPULATIONS (n = 70)
AND FOR ALL PROGRAMS IN THE NATION, BY YEAR
(n = 125)

Percentage of Students Residing in the U.S. for
Various Mumbers of Months

0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 3136 36+
PY 15 States 30.7 21.1 18.4 12.7 4.9 2.9 2.3
81 All States 32.7 28.2 17.9 11.4 4.7 2.7 2.3
FY 15 States 27.8  24.9 15.0 20.8 6.2 2.5 2.4
82 All states 30.5 27.1 is.1 16.6 5.3 2.7 2.6
N
\\ Table F=-12
\; EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF ADULT REFUGEE STUDENTS, BY YEAR
N {n = 125)
Buployed Unemployed
Year/BEnplovment Status Full Time ] Part-Time
PY 81 15 States 9.5 7.3 83.2
All States 11.5 9.8 78.7
PY 82 15 States 11.8 13.5 74.7
All States 15.5 14.4 70.0
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